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YOUNG ADULTS’
PERSPECTIVES ON DIVORCE
Living Arrangements

William V. Fabricius and Jeffrey Hall

There is Increasing consensus that the perspectives of children need to be teken info account in
decisions made by divorcing parents and the courts and that young adules who have lived through
their parents’ divorces can be an important source of inforination about children’s perspectives.
In this study, the authors assessed the perspectives of 820 college adults from divorced families
on the issue of children’s living arrangements after divorce. Respondents wanted to have spent
more time with thejr fathers as they were growing up, and the living arrangement they believed
was best was living equal time with each parent. The Eving arrangements they had as children
gave them generally Tittle ime with their fathers, Respondents reported that their fathers wanted

" mmore time with them but that their mothers generally did not want them to spend more time with
their fathers.

The purpose of this study is to examine the outcomes of divorce from the -

perspective of young adults who grew ap with their parents’ divorces, Impor- -

" tant consequences of their parents’ divorces for these young adults include
the perceptions, attributions, attitudes, and feelings they are left with as they
begin the process of starting their own adult fives and families. There is
increasing consensus (L'Heureux-Dube, 1998; Mason, 1999; Wallerstein &
Lewis, 1998} that the perspectives of children need to be taken into account in
decisions made by divorcing parents and the courts and that young adults
who have lived through their parents’ divorces can be an important source of
information about children’s perspectives. But divorce researchers have typi-
cally noi queried young adults about their parents” divorces.

One important aspect of the lives of children of divorce involves the living
arrangements they have with each of their parents. Decisions about living
arrangernents are usually made early in the separation and divorce process
and tend to be perpetuated throughout children’s divorced family life. In most
cases, these decisions are made for them, Because these arrangements set the
context for their daily Hves, children of divorce are likely to form strong per-
spectives on the issue of living arrangements. -

Authors’ Note: We would like to thank Dominica Nersita for her help in the early stages of this
project and Sandy Braver and Irwin Sandler for their comments on a previous draft,
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Earlier research on vounger children’s perspectives on living arrange-
ments has demonstrated that children desire free and frequent access to
noncustodial parents. For example, Rosen (1979) found that 60% of children
wanted unrestricted contact, regardless of whether the noncustodial parent
was mother or father. Children repeatedly insisted that being able to see the
noncustodial parents whenever they wished and being able to see that parent
often made their parents’ divorces tolerable for them.

Kelly and Wallesstein (1977) reported that young children viewed the typ-
ical every-other-weekend visitation arrangement as severely inadequate. “The
only younger children reasonably content with the visiting sitnation were those
7- and 8-year-olds visiting 2 or 3 times a week, most often by pedaling to their
father’s apartment on a bicycle” (p. 52). They also report that older children
also wanted easy access and frequent contact. These children’s feelings ap-
peared to have some external validation in that “there were surprisingly few
instances where we considered frequent visits to be detrimental to a child, or
where such frequent visiting placed that child substantiafly at risk” (p. 54).

The perspectives of young children, although compeiling, have not had
much influence in public policy debates about custody and visitation. Young
children’s feelings may be suspected of being relatively temporary, mallea-
ble, and ultimately not strongly connected to measurable outcomes. The pub-
lic policy debate about custody and visitation has generally been framed in
terms of parents’ (and, most recently, grandparents’) rights rather than chil-
dren’s wishes (Mason, 1999). Thus, it is important that Wallerstein and Lewis
(1998} have recently reported on the longitudinal follow-up of the perspec-
tives of these children now that they are adulis. Their report is based on a
subsample of 25 respondents who were the youngest (now ages 27 to 32) in
the longitudinal study.

Wallerstein and Lewis (1598) found that many of their respondents
reported that their visitation schedules with their fathers had been too disrup-
tive and too inflexible and that when this was true they got little enjoyment or
bepefitfrom visitation in the way of enhanced relationships with their fathers.
As adulis, they feel strongly now, as they did then, that their wishes should
have been taken into account, and they remain angry and resentful that they
were not, On the basis of the current perspectives of these adult children of
divorce, Wallerstein and Eewis argue that the child’s voice is too often not
heard in decisions about living arrangements and visitation schedules.

1t is clear from Wallerstein and Lewis’s report that their respondents
wished for more flexibility in scheduling of visits, but it is unclear if on bat-
ance they wished for more or less amounts of time with their fathers. The
issue of flexibility of scheduling of visits is separate from the issue of amoynt
of time spent with father, but it is reasonable to assume that these adults
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wanted to have had their voices heard regarding both. Among the best
adjusted of these respondents at 7 and & years of age were those who could
ride their bikes to their fathers’ houses, effecting some control over both the
scheduling and the amount of time with their fathers. If we are able to take the
child’s wishes into account regarding visitation, then a crucial missing piece
of information is the quantity of time they now wish that they had had with
their fathers.

‘We have undertaken a systematic examination of this issue with a large
sample of young adults who, like Wallerstein and Lewis’s respondents, are
looking back and evaluating their childhood experiences in divorced fami-
ties. First, we examine their reports of what living arrangements they had and
how those arrangements changed as time passed. Second, we examine what
living arrangements they wanted and what arrangements they feel their moth-
ers and fathers wanted. Third, we examine in some detail what living arrange-
ment this next generation of parents believes is best,

It is important to determine what living arrangements young adults
remember having. There have typically been reports that most divorced
fathers do not see their children much (Purstenberg, Nord, Peterson, & Zill,
19%3; Seltzer & Bianchi, 1988; U.S. Burean of the Census, 1991, Table C).
However, this research has been done almost exclusively with mothers.
When asked, fathers report more involvement, both on subjective scales
(Ahrons, 1983; Fulton, 1979) and objective scales (Braver et al., 1993). Part
of the difference may be due to different interpretations by mothers and
fathers: of what constitates father involvement (Ahrons, 1983). Children’s
interpretations of how much involvernent they had with their fathers are
important becanse these interpretations form the children’s subjective assess-
ments of the disparity between what they had and what they wanted.

Young adults will have some understanding of the living arrangements
each of their parents wanted, based not only on what their parents said but
also on their actions while they were growing up. These perceptions of what
their parents wanted are important because they are part of the young adults”
understanding of how and why their parents made the living-arrangement
decisions that they did. These perceptions are also a potential source of feel-
ings of rejection or resentment if the young adults perceive that a parent
wanted little involvement or that one parent wanted the other parent to have
little involvernent with them. '

There may be an advantage to asking young aduvlts what their parents
" wanted because it may avoid a self-serving bias that conld influence parents
reports, There have been reports that mothers want father involvement
(Furstenberg, 1988). We know much less about what fathers want (Seltzer &
Brandreth, 1994). Statistics showing that divorced fathers spend little time
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with their children do not tell us that this is necessarily what the fathers want.
Some fathers may want little time, but others may have wanted to take equal
responsibility for child rearing but were prevented by circumstances from
doing so. Thus, young aduits’ perceptions of the living arrangements their
parents wanted will provide some needed third party the inforreation on what
kinds of living arrangements divorced mothers and fathers want.

A final part of their perspectives is their belief about what living arrange-
ment is best for children. This belief wili be personally refevant to them in at
least two ways. They will evaluate the living arrangements they had in light of
what they believe is best for children, and what they believe is best will influ-

. ence future decisions they may have to make for their own children. They
may think that what they think is best is similar to what divorced mothers
think, or divorced fathers, or neither. To the extent they see their own beliefs
as different, and their parents’ generation’s beliefs as wrong, they may be
" likely to hold their own beliefs more strongly. Consequently, we also exam-
ined what they thought divorced mothers and divorced fathers would believe
are the best living arrangements for children. ‘

Derevensky and Deschamps (1997) have recently examined some of these

issues and concluded that most young adults from divorced families do not
see joint physical custody as a viable option; however, their conclusion may
be premature. They studied a very small sample (V = 37) of college students
from divorced families, and the only question they asked about their pre-
ferred living arrangements was whether they would have wanted joint physi-
cal custody or sole physical custody with one or the other parent, Most stu-
dents had sole maternal custody, and 83% of them preferred it. However,
circumstances such as their parents living in different school districts might
have prevented students from wanting to split their time equally between
their parents” houses, although they still might have wanted more time with
their fathers. Derevensky and Deschamps did not ask how much time they
would have preferred with their fathers, nor did they ask what living arrange-
ment they felt was best for children in general. They did find, however, that of
those students who actually had joint custody, 80% preferred having it.

METHOD

Participants

Participants were students in an introductory psychology course at 2 large
southwestern state university who taok part in research for course credit dor-
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ing the fall 1996, fall 1997, spring 1998, fall 1998, and spring 1999 semesters,
During this time, 344 male participants and 485 female participants indicated
they were from divorced families. These participants constituted the sample
for this study.

Across all five semesters, 30.7% of the students reported that their parents
were divorced. This is comparable to the typical estimate that one third of
children’s parents will divorce (Bumpass & Sweet, 1989; National Center for
Health Statistics, 1990, Table 1-31). Women (31.3%) were not significantly
more likely to be from divorced families than men (29.9%)." Self-reported
ethnicity among these participants included Caucasian (77.0%), Hispanic
(8.5%), Asian (3.2%), African American (3.2%), Native American (1.4%),
Middle Eastern (0.4%) and other (6.4%} (including any two or three catego-
ries and none of the above). Mean age at time of testing was 20 years, 1.5
months. ‘

In spring 1999, we asked participants (# = 321) when their parents’
divorces occurred. Participants were given six response options (1979 or
before, 1980-1983, 1984-1987, 1988-1991, 1992-1995, 1996 or later). The
respective frequencies for these year-of-divorce intervals were 11%, 29%,
21%, 22%, 12%, and 6%. Thus, for cur sample as a whole, the estimated
average years of the divorces were from 1985 to 1987.

Participants were given five response options to indicate how old they
were when their parents divorced (0-5 years old, 6-10, 11-15, 16-18, 19 or
older). The respective frequencies for these age-at-divorce intervals were
38%, 28%, 20%, 10%, and 4%. The estimated age of our participants from
these age-at-divorce intervals was 8 years. Braver’s (1998) representative
sample of divorces filed in 1986 in Fhoenix yielded children at approxi-
maltely 6 years of age.

Procedures

Students who were present in class were given one of four randomly dis-
tributed paper-and-pencil questionnaires during a class period each semester
devoted to research participation. Each semester, either some ot most of the
questions analyzed here were included on one or all of the guestionnaires,

RESULTS

Table 1 shows the means by gender for the h'ving' arrangements partici-
pants reported they had, the arrangements they wanted, their perceptions of
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Table |
-Means and Number of Respondents for Reports of Respondenis” Living Arrangements
Men Women
Living Arrangement Mean Number Mean Number
‘What they had 232 339 1.98 481
What they wanted 3.3 135 2.62 180
‘What their mothers wanted . 2m 140 1.86 2i4
‘What their fathers wanted 3.06 144 - 3.39 210
Fheir beliefs about what is best 3.58 341 354 418
" Divorced mothers’ beliefs 2.10 82 1.65 114
Divoreed fathers’ beliefs 440 12 443 114

NOTE: The scale ranged from 0 =primary residence with mother and minimal or no contact with
father to 8 = primary residence with father and minimal or no contact with mother, with 4 =equal
time spent with each parent.

what their parents wanted, their own beliefs about what living arrangement is
best, and the living arrangements they think divorced mothers and fathers
believe are best for children. For each variable, the scale ranged from 0, indi-
cating primary residence with mother and little contact with father, to 8, indi-
cating primary residence with father and little contact with mother, with 4
indicating equal time spent with each parent.

Men reported a significantly greater amount of time spent with their
fathers (mean = 2.32) than women did (1.98).* Men also reported that they
wanted significantly greater amounts of time with their fathers (3.13) than
women did (2.62).2 Importantly, both men and women wanted significantly
more time with their fathers than they actually had.

Figure 1 shows the distribution of responses to these two questions, col-
Tapsed over gender. Eighty percent of participants reported that they had lived
primarily with their mothers, 8% reported having lived equal amounts of time '
with each parent, and 12% reported that they had lived primarily with their
fathers. Whereas almost half (48%) reported actnal lving arrangements in
one of the two lowest categories of seeing their fathers, either minimally or
not at all, or only some of the time, in a dramatic reversal, 48% reported that
they had wanted one of the two categories of seeing their fathers alot or living
equal amounts of time with each parent.

To see how living arrangements and visitation frequency might have
changed over time, we asked participants (n = 134) to report the arrange-
ments they had during the first 2 years after the divorce (mean for men and
women combined = 2.27), the 3rd and 4th yeass (2.20), the 5th and 6th years
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Figure 1. Proportion of subjects who reported they had each type of living arrangement and
proportion who reported they wanted each type. :

(2.05), and the 7th and 8th years (2.14). Statistical analyses showed no indi-
cation that contact with the father decreased during the 8 years following the
divorce. :

We asked participants which living arrangements they perceived their
mothers had wanted and which they perceived their fathers had wanted. Both
male and female participants alike reported a significant difference between
how much time their fathers wanted with them (mean for men and women
combined = 3.25) and how much time their mothers wanted their fathers to
have (1.92). Figure 2 shows the distributions of responses to these two ques-
tions. Forty percent reported that their mothers had wanted them to see their
fathers either minimally or not at all, or enly some of the time. Only 7% felt
their mothers had wanted them to spend equal amounts of time with each par-
ent. Many fewer fathers than mothers were perceived to have wanted the
three fowest categories of father involvement, whereas 44% of participants
reported that their fathers had wanted their children to live with them either
half time or more than half time.

There was no significant difference between the actual living arrange-
ments participants reported they had and what they reported their mothers
wanted them to have, for either men or women. Fathers, however, were per-
ceived by both male and female participants to have wanted significantly
more involvement than they had. This was especially true of those fathers
who saw their children minimally or not at all, some, and a modetate amount.
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Figure 2. Proportion of subjects who repotied their mothers and fathers wanted each type of
living arrangement.

The percentages of these fathers who were perceived to have wanted more
involvernent than they had were 63%, 78%, and 78%, respectively. In con-
tzast, the percentages of mothers who were perceived to have wanted their
children to have more contact with their fathers decreased rapidly once
fathers had a moderate amount of contact. The corresponding percentages of
mothers were 60%, 55%, and 28%. Overall, only 32% of participants
reported that their mothers and fathers had wanted the same living
arrangements. ' :

Finally, ren felt that their fathers wanted the same amount of time with
them (mean = 3.06) as they themselves wanted (3.13), but women felt that
their fathers wanted significantly more time with them (3.39) than they
wanted (2.62) (see Table 1).

‘We next wanted to see what our participants, who had lived through their
parents’ divorces, thought was the best living arrangement for children of
divorce.® In asking this question, we used more socially acceptable anchor
categories of regular visits with the other parent, instead of anchoring the
scale with categories of seeing the other parent minimally or not at all. These
were followed by three categories specifying increasing numbers of over-
night stays (a few, some, and a substantial sumber). As before, the central cat-
egory (4 on the scale) specified living equal amounts of time with each parent.
There was no significant difference between men (mean = 3.58) and women
(3.54) on this question. Figure 3 shows that 70% of the participants felt that
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Figure 3. Proportion of subjects who believed each type of Living arrangement was best for
children, and proportion who thought divorced mothers and divorced fathers would
believe each type was best.

the best living arrangement for children was equal amounts of time with each
parent.

We checked to see if the strong preference for equal living arrangements,
was not perhaps coming from those participants who had lived less with their
fathers, Perhaps believing that an equal Hving arrangement is idealis a “grass
is greener” phenomenon, and those who had in fact lived more equally with
both parents might perceive this arrangement as less than ideal. However, of
‘those who lived equal time with each parent, 93% believed that an equal Liv-
ing arrangement was in fact best. _

We asked participants (n = 88) what they thought was the best living

-arrangement for children of different ages (stipulating that the parents were
both good parents and they Hved relatively close to one another). There were
five versions of this question that asked about children ages birth to 2 years, 3
to 5 years, 6 to 10 years, 11 to 14 years, and 15 to 18 years. The guestion
asked, “How many days should the child spend at the Dad’s house during an
average 2-week (i4-day) period where ‘day’ means daytime plus over-
.night?” The response scale differed from the gualitative scale used in the pre-
-vious question, because it provided quantitative categories. It was worded as
follows: “0 = 1-2 days at dad’s (this is equivalent to one weekend at most with
dad); 1 =3-4 daysatdad’s; 2=5days atdad’s; 3=6days atdad’s; 4 =7 days at
‘dad’s (equal time with each); 5 =8 days at dad’s; 6=9 days at dad’s; 7=10-11
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days at dad’s; 8 = 12-13 days at dad’s (this is equivalent to one weekend at
most with mom).”

The means for the five age intervals were 1.98, 2.78, 2.99, 3.01, and 2.91,
respectively. The mean for birih to 2 years was significantly lower than the
means for the older ages, which did not differ among each other. The quanti-
tative response options used in these questions reveal that participants felt
that, in a 2-week period, even infants and toddlers should spend 5 days and
nights at their fathers” houses (1.98). For older children, age 3 to 18, partici-
panis felt they should spend on average six days and nights (2.92). In this
question, the category of equal time was defined narrowly as 7 days and

nights out of 14. The percentages of respondents who chose either 6 daysor 7 -

days for each age interval were 32%, 52%, 64%, 61%, and 57%, respectively.

Finally, we wondered if participants felt that their views on the best living
arrangements for children were similar to the views held by their parents’
generation.® The response scale was the gualitative one, anchored by the cate-
gories of regular visits with the other parent. Even though the questions spec-
ified conditions (i.e., two good parents living nearby) that should have been
conducive to shared living arrangements, there was a significant difference
between what they thought divorced fathers would think was best and what
divorced mothers would think was best. They felt that fathers on average
would think the best arrangement for children is to live with their fathers
somewhat more than half the time (mean for men and women combined =
4.42), and that mothers would think that only some overnights with father
was best (1.88). Figure 3 also shows the distribution of responses to these two
questions. Importantly, participants felt that their own beliefs about what is
best were significantly different from those of divorced mothers, in that they
felt few mothers would think equal time was best, and also from those of
divorced fathers, in that they felt many fathers would think primary residence
with the father was best.

DISCUSSION

‘Wallerstein and Lewis (1998) argue that children’s voices too often are not
heard in decisions that affect them during divorce, leading to resentment,
anger, and damage to parent-child relationships that persist into adulthood. In
this study, we asked more than 800 young adults who had grown up with their
parents’ divorces to givé us their perspectives on a central issue that affects
children of divorce daily: their living arrangements with each of their parents.
Their perspective was clear. They wanted to have spent more time with their
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fathers as they were growing up, and the living arrangement they believed
was best for children was Jiving equal time with each parent. .

The two categorices of living arrangements that participants most wanted
to have were to live equal amounts of time with each pazent and, one step
below that, to see their fathers a lot. These desires for more time with their
fathers stemnrned from a childhood in which they spent generally little time
with them and in which they perceived substantial disagreement between
their parents on the issue. Participants reported uniformly low levels of
amount of time spent with their fathers, Their living arrangements were nota-
ble for their lack of variation. The most common arrangement was the lowest
category of father involvement (see father minimally or not at all) on the
scale, and the range hardly extended beyond half of the scale. The living
arrangements were also notable for their stability over time. What partici-
pants reported they had at the beginning of their parents’ divorces was the
same as what they had up to 8 years later. This seems to support Wallerstein
and Lewis’s (1998} report that parents were not flexible in adjusting living
arrangements as children grew older.

Participants perceived that their parents disagreed on the living arrange-
ments they each wanted. It might have been expected that because father
involvement was so low that is what fathers wanted, whereas mothers wanted
fathers to be more involved. But the opposite was true. Participants reported
that their mothers wanted the status quo and it was fathers who wanted more
time with their children. Many more mothers than fathers were perceived to
have wanted the three lowest categories of father involvement. The prefer-
ences participants perceived in their fathers represented quite a high level of
desired parental responsibility. Forty-four percent of fathers were perceived
by their now-grown children to have wanted their children to live with them
either half time or most of the time. They thus believed that close to half of
their fathers wanted to have assumed a significant, and more often a majority,
of their daily care responsibilities. Even among the participants who saw
their fathers minimally or not atall, some of the time, and a moderate amount,
63%, 78%, and 78%, respectively, reported that their fathers had wanted to
seethem more. It is worth remembering that these were not childhood reports
obtained during early stages of fantasy-laden attempts to cope with father
absence but reports of adult college students who had, in Wallerstein and
Lewis’s (1998) words, “formulated and reformulated their judgments on
each parent on the basis of their own observations throughout their grow-
ing-up years” (p. 377). Given that mothers wanted the statns quo and fathers
wanted more involvernent, it is not surprising that only 32% reported that
their mothers and fathers had wanted the same living arrangements. '
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Participants believed that the best living arrangement for children was
equal time with each parent. This represented a remarkable consensus on
their part and a remarkable divergence from their experiences in their own
families. Fewer than 10% grew up in the category of living equal amounts of
time with each parent. They also felt that fewer than 10% of their mothers and
20% of their fathers wanted equal time, and just over 20% of participants
themselves wanted equal time given their particular family circomstances.
But 70% of them, men and women alike, thought thatliving equal amounts of
time with each parent was the best living arrangement for children. Among
the few of them that actually had that arrangement, an even greater percent-
age (93%) believed it was best. This belief of theirs also represented a
remarkable divergence from what they though their parents’ generation
would believe is best. Parlicipants saw themselves as holding a new belief
about which living arrangement is in the best interests of the child. Male par-
ticipants saw themselves as different from divorced fathers on the issue, and
female participants especially saw themselves as different from divorced
mothers (see Table 1). From their points of view, neither divorced mothers,
whom they perceived to want much less father invelvement, nor divorced
fathers, many of whom they perceived to want their children to live with them
more than half tme, got it right. :

Thus, participants’ belief that children should live equal amounts of time
with each parent was not simply a reflection of their perceptions of anyone
else’s views. Clearly, this was their own decision, and it proved difficult to
shake. It remained unchanged through changes in the wording of the question
and changes in the position of the question in the surveys. And it remained
remarkably consistent through changes in the response scale that introduced
quantitative responses and distinctions among different-age children. The
majority of participants felt that in a 2-week period the best arrangement
should be either 6 or 7 days and nights at the father’s house for each age inter-
val beyond infancy and toddlerhood.

Research on the correlates of divorce has shown that parenial conflict is
associated with negative outcomes for children (e.g., Emery, 1982; Peterson &
Ziil, 1986). The present data show that the potential exists for children to be
exposed to parental conflict on the issue of children’s living arrangements.
Children apparently expect that it is the norm for divorced mothers and

- fathers to disagree quite strongly on living arrangements (see Figure 3). And
children apparently easily notice if their fathers do want more time, because
57% of our participants reported their fathers wanted more time. Thus, chil-
dren are likely to expect and know about parental disagreement over living
arrangements. The current situation in which both fathers and children gener-
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_ - ally want more time together than they have thus creates a dilemma. If fathers

" try to reassure their children that they would like to have more time with
them, they ron the risk of making the child feel caught in the middle. If fathers
try to hide it, they run the risk of their children thinking they do not share their
desire for more time together,

The way out of this dilemma is to somehow promote more parenial agree-
ment on the issue of living arrangements. The primary consideration should
be children’s wishes, as Mason (1999) and Wallerstein and Lewis (1998)
have recently and forcefully argued. For too long, however, we have had little
insight into what living arrangements children actually want and which ones
make the pain of their parenis” separations easier to bear, and parenis and pol-
icy makers alike have paid too little heed to what insight we did have (Kelly &
Wallerstein, 1977; Rosen, 1979). Qur participants, who have lived through
their parents’ divorces and have now entered young adulthood (and college),
have given us their “expert” advice. Seventy percent of them, men and
women alike, believe that living equal amounts of time with each parent is the
best arrangement for children. Our participants felt that a substantial portion
of their fathers wanted to be primary caregivers (see Figure 2), which was
clearly not in agreement with participants’ beliefs about what is best,
whereas other fathers wanted less than equal involvement. Therefore, change
for fathers will apparently have to come in both directions. But among moth-
ers, virtually all were perceived to have wanted less father involvement than
equal time, so change for mothers will be in the direction of approving of

~much more father involvement. What should motivate both mothers and
- fathers is the knowledge that il they do not change, their children will grow up
feeling that their parents did not give them the living arrangement that they
consider to be best for children. What should make change easier is the fact
that what children want are more equitable living arrangements, and so par-
ents ideally do not have to see the issue as a win or lose sitvation for
themselves.

In society and the courts, the discussion is still circumnscribed by assump-
tions and concerns about reasonable visitation within the context of primary
residence with the mother. This assumption is at odds with what the current
. generation of college students believes is best. And the resulting Hv-
ing-arrangement decisions that were made for this generation were at odds
with the amount of time they wanted to spend with their fathers. But if the
attitades expressed by our participants do not change as they grow older, then
the custody wars that they experienced as children will become a thing of the
past in the next generation. The future mothers and fathers among our partici-
pants agreed on the best living arrangement for children after divorce. We
suspect that their attitudes are not likely to change for several reasons. They
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see themselves as taking a new position on living arrangements, different
from both mothers and fathers in their parents’ generation. Having arrived at
that position on their own, they may be less likely to give it up. And they are
not likely to forget the experiences and feelings they had as children of
divozce that led them to their belief that equal living arrangements are best for
children.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

- The plea has recently been made (Wallerstein & Lewis, 1998; Mason
1999) and apparently is being heard by the courts (L’Heureux-Dube, 1998) to
develop a child-centered approach to custody and visitation decisions. The
current findings can be used by those setting policy and those deciding indi-
vidual cases to understand the typical feelings that children undergoing their
parents’ divorces will have regarding their living arrangements. Young adults
who have lived through their parents’ divorces, and who have gone on to col-
lege, do not think living equal time with each parent is necessarily unwork-
able, and in fact, they believe with remarkable consensus that it is the best
arrangement for children. Application to individual cases must of course be
based on assessments of individual children and their particular circum-
stances, which may or may not make equal living arrangements appropriate.
But it is the parents who ultimately must decide to make these arrangements
workable. Perhaps the best use of these findings is for professionals to share
them with parents, to make parents aware of the lasting feelings their children
are likely to have about the living arrangements they will give them. Future
research does need to determine how well these findings hold for students
who do not go to college. Thus, the most conservative application of the cur-
rent findings for now is to families who are likely to send their children to col-
lege. But the remarkable consensus shown by our participants does suggest

- that the belief that equal living arrangements is best cuts across many differ-
ent family circumstances and childhood experiences. Our participants did
not seem to represent families that were particularly predisposed to encour-
age children to believe that equal Hving arrangements were viable and opti-
mal. Children generally had little time with their fathers, mothers tended to
want that level of father involvement, and fathers ranged across the scale in
terms of how much involvement they wanted. The current results show that
for a large section of the population at least, children want more time with
their fathers after divorce and they perceive that their fathers do also. Viewed
in just one simplistic way, the discrepancy between the amount of parenial
responsibility perceived to be desired by their fathers and the amount they
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actnally provided represents a significant and untapped source of child care.
Viewed in a deeper way, in terms of human relationships, it represents a lost
opportunity on the part of both father and child and a potential source of
regret and resentment in ongoing relationships.

NOTES

1. Fhroughout this article, when we refer io differences being significant, we mean stafisti-
cally significant at the conventional level of probability, that is, that there is less than a 5% praba-
bility that the difference would not be found again in a different study on another set of partici-
pants. Details of the statistical tests are available on request,

2. This questionread, “Between the tirne your parents got divorced and now, which of the fol-
lowing best characterizes your living arrangemenis with each of them?”

3. This question read, “What living arrangement do you feel most closely describes what you

. wanted to have after the divorce?” ) '

4. These questions read, “What living arrangement do you feel most closely describes what
[your mother or your father] wanted you to have after the divorce??

5.The first version (fall 1996) of this question began as follows: “If two parents get divorced,
and they are equally good parents and live relatively close to one another . ., We suspected that
the term “equally good” might have tended to elicit responses of “equal time with each parent™
Consequently, we revised the guestion in the next thres adminisirations of the survey to replace
the term “equally good parents” with “both good parents.” The change had no effect. The mean
before the change was 3.58 {(n = 147), and after the change the overall mean was 3.57 (n = 359;
fall 1997 = 3.63, spring 1998 = 3.59, fall 1998 = 3.40). Finally, we changed the wording again for
the last administration to Temove the phrase “and they are both good parents and they live relz-
tively close to one another” so that participants would not base their answers only on children
who had optimal circumstances for equal time. The question simply asked, “If two parents get
divorced, what do you feel is the best living arrangement for the children?” The mean rematned
the same at 3.58 {n=321}. The position of the question was also varied within the divorce section
of the surveys. In the first two administrations, it appeared after the same 10 questions about
actual Tiving arrangements and relationships with parents; in the final three administrations, it
appeared as the first question. ’

6. These questions read, “We want to know what you think divorced moms divorced dads]
would 53y to the question: If two parents get divorced, and they are both good patents, and they
live relatively close to one another; what do you feel is the best living arrangement for the
child(ren)?’ :

REFERENCES

Ahrons, C. R_{1983). Predictors of paternal involvement postdivoree: Mothers® and fathers’ per-
ceptions. Journal of Divorce, 6, 55-69.
Braver, S. L. (1998). Divorced dads: Shattering the myths. New York: Pumam.




Fabricivs, Hall / LIVING ARRANGEMENTS -461

Braver, S, L., Wolchik, §. A., Sandler, I N, Sheets, V., Fogas, B., and Bay, R. C. (1593). A ongi-
tudinal study of noncustodial parents: Parents without children. Journal of Family Psychol-
agy, 7,9-23.

Bumpass, L. L., & Sweet, I. A. (1989). Children’s experience in single parent families: Implica-
tions of cohabitation and marital transitions. Family Planning Ferspectives, 21, 256-260.

Derevensky, J. L., & Deschamps, L. (1997). Young aduits from diverced and intact families: Per-
cepiions about preferred custodial arrangements. Journal of Divorce and Remarriage, 27,
105-122.

Emery, R. E. (1982). Interparental conilict and the children of discord and divorce. Psychologi-
cal Bulletin, 92, 310-330. .

Fulton, J. A. (1979). Parental reports of children’s post-divorce adjustment. Journal of Social
Issues, 35, 126-139.

Furstenberg, E E (1988). Good dads—Bad dads: Fwo faces of fatherhood. In A. J. Cherlin (Ed.),
The changing American family and public policy (pp. 198-218). Washington, DC: Urban
Institute.

Furstenberg, F. F, Nord, C. W., Peterson, J. L., & Zill, N. (1983). The life course of children of
divorce. American Sociological Review, 48, 656-668.

Kelly, 1. B., & Wallesstein, 7. 8. (1977). Part-time parent, part-time child: Visiting after divorce,
Journal of Clinical Psychology, 6, 51-54.

1’ Heureux-Dube, C. (1998). A response to remarks by Dr. Judith Wallerstein on the long-term
impact of divorce on children. Family and Conciliation Cowrts Review, 36, 384-391.

Mason, M. A. (1999). The custody wars. New York: Basic Books.

National Center for Health Statistics. (1990). Vital statistics of the United States, 1988: Vol. 1.
Natality (DHHS Publication No. PHS-90-1100). Washington, DC: Government Printing
Office.

Peterson, J. A., & Zill, N. (1986). Marital disruption, parent-child relationships, and behavior
problems in children. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 43, 295-307.

Rosen, R. (1979). Some crucial issues concerning children of divorce. Journal of Diverce, 3, .
19-25. .

Seltzer, . A., & Bianchi, 8. M. {1988). Children's contact with absent parents. Journal of Mar-
riage and the Family, 50, 663-677.

Selizer, J. A., & Brandreth, Y. (1994). What fathers say about involvement with childcen after
separation. Journal of Family Issues, 15, 49-77.

U.S. Burean of the Census. (1991). Child support and alimony: 1989 (Current Population
Reports, Series P-60, No. 173). Washington, DC: Government Printing Office.

Wallerstein, 1. 8., & Lewis, J. (1998). The long-term impact of divorce on children: A first report
from a 25-year study. Family and Conciliation Courts Review, 36, 368-383.

Williar V. Fabricius is an associate prafessor of psychology at Arizona State University.
He received his Ph.D. from the University of Michigan.

Jeffrey Hall graduated from Arizona State University in December 1999 with a bachelor
of science degree in psychology. Currently, he is continuing his studies while working in
the technology secior.




Family Law Section

B State Bar of Wisconsin

Wisconsin Lawyers. Expert Advisers. Serving You.

Daniel R. Cross
Chairperson
Peterson, Berk & Cross SC

Carlton D. Stausbury
Chairperson-Elect
Burbach & Stansbury SC

Ellen M. Frantz
Secretary
Johns, Flaherty & Collins SC

Susan A. Hansen
Treasurer
Ransen & Hildebrand SC

Sheryl Haarmann Cahn
Immediatae Past Chairperson
Richard I Podell & Associates

Hon. Mary Elizabeth Keppel
Dane County Famity Court
Commissioners Office

Robert B. Loomis
Herrling Clark Law Fitm Lid

Anthony J. Menting
Swendson/ienting Law Ltd

Marta T. Meyers
Boardman Suhr Curry & Field LLP

Peter L. Ramirez
Von Briesen & Roper SC

Thomas W. Anderson, Jr
Anderson Law Office SC

Hon. Ana Maria Berrios
Milwaukee County Family Court
Commissioners Office

Brian J. Bushaw
Kelly Habermehl & Bushaw SC

Katherine L. Charlton
Hawks Quinde! Ehlke & Perry SC

Hon. Faye M. Flancher
Racine County Circuit Court

James M. [saacson
James M Isaacson LLC

Roberta M. Rieck
Legal Action of Wisconsin Inc

Hon. Mark A. Warpinski
Brown County Circuit Court

Kelky A, Welsh
Wessel, Lehker & Welsh Inc.

TO: - Assembly Committee on Children and Families

FROM: Family Law Section
State Bar of Wisconsin

DATE: September 6, 2007

RE: 2007 Assembly Bill 462

The State Bar’s Family Law Section opposes in principle 2007 Assembly
Bill 462 relating to modifying current standards for moving or removing a child.

The United States Census Bureau reports 39 mmillion people changing
addresses between 2003 and 2004; approximately 39 million people also moved in
2004 to 2005. This rate “continues a gradual, long term decline in residential
mobility among U.S. residents since the late 1940s.” Of the people who moved in
2004 to 2005, the majority moved within the same county with movers to a
different county within the same state coming in second. The majority of people
moved for housing-related reasons. .

(Sources: hitp://www.census gov/Press-
Release/wwwireleases/archives/moblity of the population/007575.htmi;
http://www .census.cov/Press-

Release/www/releases/archives/moblity of the population/005247. himl;
http:/fwww.census. gov/population/www/socdemo/migrate/cps2003. hitmb)

The Family Law Section opposes AB 462 for several reasons. The
reduction from 150 miles to 20 miles if the parents already live 20 miles or less
from each other is too restrictive of a parent’s right (or need) to move and would

- trigger many more needless removal cases coming into the courts. As U.S. Census

data shows, the majority of moves in this country are within the same county;
reducing the mileage down to 20 miles would trigger removal cases for a parent
moving from one side of Madison to another, from one side of Milwaukee to
another, or from one side of a county to the middle of the same county. Additional
cases would be created by requiring notice when a parent seeks to move outside of
a child’s current school district; in some cases a move simply across the street
would trigger removal litigation. Cases that otherwise would not enter the court
system would now have to be decided by the court, thereby increasing their
caseload 1n the face of continuing funding issues.

State Bar of Wisconsiu
5302 Eastpark Blvd. « P.O.Box 7158 +  Madison, W1 53707-7158
(800)728-77388 # (608)257-3838 & Fax {608)257-5502
Internet: www.wisbar.org « Email: service@wisbar.org
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There 1s also concern that the removal statute probably does not apply to paternity cases.  This
results in a person who is the former spouse, but an uninvolved parent, having greater rights than, for
example, a very involved father who was never married to the child’s mother. The provision that the
parent objecting to the move has the burden of proof when the other parent has 90% or more placement
time is virtually meaningless in the face of the statutory mandate of Wis. Stat. § 767.41(4) that requires a
placement order that “maximizes the amount of time the child may spend with each parent.” Most
physical placement orders currently fall in the 60% to 40% range, and very, very few cases would fall
into the 90%-10% range. The procedure under Section 7 of the Bill therefore ignores the reality that a
parent with 10% or less placement time is a rare parent and that there were undoubtedly compelling
reasons for that allocation of placement. '

Eliminating the child’s adjustment to home, school, religion and community as a factor the court
may consider under this Bill seems directly contrary to the intent of the Bill. It simply does not make
sense for a removal case to be triggered if a child may move outside of his or her school district, but then
the court cannot consider the child’s adjustment to the current school in its analysis. A judge trying to
make the right decision should, in some cases, consider these factors; these factors are often used to
weigh against allowing a parent to move with a child.

Requiring that a parent who is allowed to move to pay for any additional transportation costs is
not always reasonable. Typically, courts will require the moving parent to pay for more than one-half of
the additional transportation costs. However, such a requirement would hardly be reasonable in a case
where the non-custodial parent is not paying child support or is seriously delinguent in support.

Removal cases are difficult, fact-sensitive cases. Courts need flexibility in dealing with these
cases; it would be an additional burden on the courts to have to decide a new, larger group of removal
cases involving moves between 20 and 150 miles, particularly in light of the data showing that the
majority of moves take place within the same county and are for housing-related reasons. The problems
with removal cases are not addressed by this Bill, but would only make them worse.

REARRTTRkhhhhhhddbdeddddrbddrd s dhdahds

The State Bar of Wisconsin establishes and maintains sections for carrying on the work of the association,
each within its proper field of study defined in its bylaws. FEach section consists of members who
voluntarily enroll in the section because of a special interest in the particular field of law to which the
section is dedicated. Section positions are taken on behalf of the section only. The views expressed on
this issue have not been approved by the Board of Governors of the State Bar of Wisconsin and are not
the views of the State Bar as a whole. These views are those of the Section alone.

If you have questions about this memorandum, please contact Sandy Lonergan, Government Relations
Coordinator, at slonergan@wisbar.org or (608) 250-6045.
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Minnesota Center Against Violence and Abuse

providing research, education, and access to violence related resources

Domestic Violence Factoids

- Richard J. Gelles _
University of Rhode Island Family Violence Research Program

Copyright © 1995 Richard J. Galles
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Understandihg Domestic Violence Factoids

According to the FBI, A Woman is Beaten Every (fill in the blank) SECONDS

First, the FBI does not calculate, tabulate, or track data on domestic violence. The FBI once did estimate that a
women is beaten every 15 seconds, but they derived this estimate from Murray Straus, Richard J. Gelles, and Suzanne
K. Steinmetz's book, Behind Closed Doors: Violence in the American F amily.

study used the same measure as was used by Straus and his colleagues. Unlike Straus and his colleagues who defined
"abuse" as acts of violence that were likely to cause and injury, the Commonwealth Fund defined "abuse" as every
thing from pushing, shoving, and slapping to using a gun or knife. :

There Are Four Million Women Beaten and Abused Each Year

same problems as above; The Straus, Gelles, and Steinmetz survey estimated that 2 million women were abused each
sear by their husbands. Straus and his colleagues speculated that if all the respondents told the truth and if ex-
wsbands and boyfriends were included, the number could be as high as 4 million. However, no study to date using a
epresentative sample and measuring severe violence, has found more than 2 million abused women each year.

Jomestic Violence is the Leading Cause of Injury to Women Between the Ages of 15 and 44 in the United
itates - More Than Car Accidents, Muggings, and Rapes Combined

‘his factoid has been atiributed to both Surgeon General Antonia Novello and the Centers for Disease Control. The
ctual primary source of this "fact" is research by Evan Stark and Ann Flitcraft. It was probably Stark and Flitcraft
vho supplied the fact to CDC, who then included it in material supplied to the Surgeon General. Unfortunately, as
ood a sound bite as this is, it is simply not true. The original source of this statement goes back to two papers by
tark and Flitcraft. First, the actual research the "fact" is based on is a rather small survey of one emergency room.
econd, in the original articles, they said that domestic violence may (emphasis added) be a more common cause of
MErgency room visits than car accidents, muggings, and rapes combined. '

inda Saltzman from the Centers for Disease Control tells all journalists who call to check this fact that the CDC does
dt recognize this as either their fact or a reputable fact.

'.tp://Www.mincava.mnn.edu/documentq/facfnid/i-‘amnid htmi ' A ——
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The March of Dimes Reports that Batterering During Pregnancy is the Leading Cause of Birth Defects and
Infant Mortality ' '

The March of Dimes actually reports that they know of no such study.

Sixty-three Percent of Young Men Between the Ages of 11 and 20 Who Are Serving Time for Homicide Have
Killed Their Mother's Abuser

This factoid is often used by Sarah Buel in her speeches. It appears to be yet another fact from nowhere. The FBI has
published no data that supports this claim. The FBI's Uniform Crime Reports has no tables that report on prison

- populations, let alone a table or figure that breaks down prison populations by age of offender and relationship to

~ victim. There are no Department of Justice reports that report on what number or percentage of young men kill their
mother's batterer. :

Family Violence has Killed More Women in the Last Five Years as the Total Number of Americans Who Were
Killed in The Vietnam War 7 : -

This factoid was often used by Dr. Robert McAfee, past president of the American Medical Association. There were
about 55,000 American casualties in the Viet Nam war. According to the FBI, Uniform Crime Statistics, about 1,500

- women are killed by their husbands or boyfriends each year. The total number of women homicide victims each year
is about 5,000. Thus, in 5 years, even if every women who was killed, was killed by a family member, the total would
still be 1/2 the number of American casualties in Viet Nam.

Women Who Leave Their Batterers Are at a 75% Greater Risk of Being Killed by the Batterer than Those
Wheo Stay '

Women are more likely to be victims of homicide when they are estranged from their husbands than when they live
with their husbands--BUT NOT A 75 % GREATER RISK. The risk of homicide is higher in the first two months
-after separation. - _

SOURCE: Wilson, Margo and Martin Daly. (1993) "Spousal homicide risk and estrangement." Violence and Victims,
8, 3-16. ‘

Women Who Kill Their Batterers Receive Longer Prison Sentences than Men Who Kill Their Partners

This factoid is often attributed to someone from Pace University. There is no actual published source for this.
According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics, Violence Between Intimates (November, 1994), the average prison
sentence for men who killed their wives was 17.5 years; the average sentence for women convicted of killing their
husbands was 6.2 years. '

Factoids From the Right of Center |

Women are as Violence as are Men, and Women Initiate Violence as Often as do Men

This factoid cites research by Murray Straus, Suzanne Steinmetz, and Richard Gelles, as well as a host of other self-
report surveys. Those using this factoid tend to conveniently leave out the fact that Straus and his colleague's surveys
as well as data collected from the National Crime Victimization Survey (Bureau of Justice Statistics) consistently find
that no maiter what the rate of violence or who initiates the violence, women are 7 to 10 times more likely to be
tnjured in acts of intimate violence than are men. ' :

Other Factoids from Nowhere

4,000 Women Each Year are Killed by Their Husbands, Ex-husbands, or Boyfriends

http://www.mincava.umn.edu/documents/factoid/factoid.htmi : 9/5/2007
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The FBI reports that approximately 1,500 women are killed each year by husbands or boyfriends. Even if one factors
in the number of women killed by unidentified or undetermined assailants, the number could not be 4,000.

Women of All Cultures, Races, Occupations, Income Levels, and Ages are Battered by Husbands, Boyfrlends,
Lovers, and Partners

While this fact is technically true, it is also true that domestic violence is more likely to occur in homes below the
poverty line, in minority households (even controlling for income), and among men and women 18 to 30 years of age.

Nationally, 50% of All Homeless Women and Children are on the Streets Because of Violence in the Home
An interesting factoid stated by Senator Biden, but one without any actual published scientific research to support it.

There are Nearly Three Times as Many Animal Shelters in the United States as There are Shelters for
Battered Women and Their Children

Another great sound bite, but one not actually based on a verified count of either type of shelter.

The following projects are a part of the Minnesota Center Against Violence and Abuse (MINCAVA):

VAWnel \Whet (Applied Research Forum) | Minnesota Rural Project for Women and Child Safety
MINCAVA is directed by Jeffrey L. Edleson, PhD.

File Last Modified: 38. Copyright &copy; 1995&ndash;2005 Minnesota Center Against Violence and Abuse

‘nﬂh /farerw mincava nmn. edn/dncumen’fq/factmdff'actmd htm] ' 9/5/2007
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- Family violence, including intimate partner violence {IPV), is a significant social problem
in the United States and Canada. Although current policies have in many ways been
enormously helpful, a convincing body of research indicates that they have in other
respects been inadequate to our common efforts to reduce viclence in our homes, and
have sometimes compromised our civil liberties.
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Policy Stgtement on Family Violence

Family violence, including intimate partner violence (IPV), continues to be a significant
social problem in the United States and Canada. Although current policies have in many ways
been enormously helpful, a convincing body of research indicates that they have in other respects
been inadequate to our common efforts to reduce violence in our homes, and have sometimes
compromised our civil liberties. We at the National Family Violence Legislative Resource
Center are researchers, educators, victim's advocates, batterer infervention providers and mental
health professionals who believe that the time has come to re-examine family violence public
policy in the following areas:

- #1: Law enforcement responses

The facts

Males dispraportionately arrested - As a result of “zero tolerance™ policies, arrests for
IPV have increased substantially. Many involve first-time offenders rather than habitual
recidivists, who have engaged in less severe forms of physical aggression (e.g., grabbing and
pushing) with lesser consequences for victims (Apsler et al, 2002; Hamel, 2005; Kilzer, 2005;
Mills, 2003). Although the percentage of women arrested has increased vis-d-vis men, the
overwhelming number of TPV arrests involve a male perpetrator (¢.g., 80% - 85% in California;
California Department of Justice, 2002). These rates do not reflect the actual prevalence of IPV
in the general population. Without question, men perpetrate by far the greater share of violent '
crimes (sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, simple assaulf) outside the home. Reports
from the World Health Organization (Archer, 2006) also make it clear that in many countries
around. the world, particularly where women have little political or socioeconomic power,
women represent the much larger share of IPV victims. However, the most reliable population
surveys indicate that in Western industrialized democracies such as the United States and
Canada, where they enjoy higher status, women engage in physical aggression at rtafes
comparable to men (Archer, 2000; Fiebert, 2004; Straus & Gelles, 1990) and are as likely, or
more likely, to be the initiators (DeMaris, 1992; Morse, 1995; Dutton et al., 1999; Straus, 1993;
Williams & Frieze, 20035).

Is the disproportionate number of male amrests due to a bias among law enforcement
agencies, or the fact that male victims are far more reluctant than female victims to call the
police and therefore do not come to their attention? Previous research has supported both

explanations. According to the National Violence Against Women Survey (Tjaden & Thoennes,

2000), police are 3 times more likely to arrest when a female victim calls, and the WNational
Family Violence Survey found that men were 3 times mere Likely than women to be arrested
themselves after calling the police (Kelly, 2003). An Edmunton, Ontario, study (Brown, 2004)
found that charges were filed in 91% of cases invelving injury to a female, but in only 60% of
cases involving injury to 2 man. Shemock’s (2005} analysis of over 2000 IPV incidents in
Vermont revealed that men were categorized as perpetrators 3.2 times more often than women
on the initial police report, but subsequently arrested 9 times more often. At issue is the extent to
which this pattern of gender bias reflects flawed “dominant aggressor” guidelines and
assumptions about TPV based on discredited sociopolitical theories of patriarchy, One such
assumption is that only men combine physical aggression with emotionally abusive and

controlling behaviors (e.g., putting the partner down, isolating them from family and friends;

Jacobsen & Gottman, 1998). In fact, women are just as likely to emotionally abuse and control
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their partners as are men (Coker et al., 2002; Kasian & Painter, 1992; Stets, 1991). Studies that
have investigated the use of physical and non-physical abuse within the same relationships find
that women perpetrate this pattern of abuse in Jarge numbers, at rates comparable to males
(Graham-Kevan & Archer, 2005; Hines & Saudino, 2003; Laroche, 2005), and in surprisingly
high numbers even among couples in which the man has been mandated to batterer intervention
(Stacey et al., 1994). Still, it should be emphasized that men commit the vast preponderance of
sexual violence (Hines & Saudino, 2003; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000).

Emerging research, however, suggests that law enforcement responses may be moving
towards gender neutrality (Buzawa, 2006). In fact, law enforcement in some jurisdictions are
biased in the other direction. In Buzawa and Hotaling’s (2006) Massachusefts study, female
suspects accounted for only 22 percent of all suspects in their sample, yet when controlled for
incident characteristics the odds were almost 2% times higher that when a female was labeled as
the suspect she was arrested. Overall, 75.5 percent of female suspects were arrested compared to
55.7 percent in incidents involving male suspects and this was the case regardless of whether the
victim-suspect relationship was adult partner, sibling, parent or child. The authors point out that
police were less likely to help male victims, and suggest that the higher rates of female arrests
may be due to the greater scrutiny of females as a whole, regardless of victim or perpetrators
status, because police view IPV as a “women’s issue.” This is unfortunate. Male victims have
traditionally been reluctant to call law enforcement because they fear not being taken seriously
and, at times, of actually being arrested themselves (Buzawa & Austin, 1993; Cook, 1997,
Fontes, 2006; Migliaccio, 2002). As a result, their victimization is less likely to come to the
attention of the police.

Children Disproportionately Targeted - About 2/3 of domestic assaults typically do not
involve intimate partner relationships. An area that is in great need of aitention is the
criminalization of youth. Almost all states encompass children in definitions of domestic assault,
yet children are disproportionately targeted for arrest. Research by Buzawa & Hotaling (2006)
reports that controliing for incident characteristics, the odds are about 3% times higher that sons,
daughters and siblings will be arrested in a domestic violence incident compared to other
domestic violence victims. The odds of arrest in incidents involving adult pariners are
significantly lower compared to incidents involving other relationships. Further, sons and
daughters were more likely to experience injury in disputes with parents and were much more
likely to be threatened with harm. When they themselves were complainants about parents,
police were less likely to arrest the suspect. From their perspective, it would appear that certain
family members can use threats and violence and others cannot. Their victimizations were also
minimized. When juveniles were victimized, they typically received fewer forms of assistance
from the police as well. This is particularly troublesome since offenses against juveniles are
already considered to be the most underreported to the police (Finkelhor, Wolak, & Berliner,
2001).

Victims’ wishes discounted - Under pro-arrest policies, someone arrested for IPV may be
prosecuted without the cooperation, and even with the active opposition, of the victim. Intended
to protect those who are fearful of retribution by their assailants, these policies have had
unfortunate consequences. Mandatory arrest has only moderate positive effects on rates of
recidivism overall and actually increases recidivism among low SES populations and repeat -
offenders (Mills, 2003). When victims have a choice on whether to prosecute, they are more
likely to call domestic violence hotlines and report further offenses to the police, and recidivism -
rates decrease (Duiton & Corvo, 2005; Hotaling & Buzawa, 2003; Kelly, 2003). The failure to
follow victim preferences has led to decreased reporting for future acts of abuse as victims have
learned that they are disempowered by the criminal justice system (Buzawa, Hotaling, & Byrne,
2006). Further, victims often correctly identify the most dangerous batterers and correctly doubt
the ability of the criminal justice system to protect them. Thus, there may be an inherent conflict -
between victim interest and society’s interests in identifying and adjudicating batterers (Hotaling
& Buzawa, 2003).
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Policy recommendations

Law enforcement ought to enforce domestic violence legislation equitably across
relationships and independent of race, age, gender, and socioeconomic status, Primary aggressor
guidelines should be revisited, to incorporate all the ways by which individuals attempt to
dominate one another through coercive control, and not be simply judged by the comparative
sizes of the parties involved. Arrests should be made when there is clear evidence of violence
and reason to believe that the victim is in danger, in accordance with victim preference, and/or
with consideration given to the criminal history of the involved parties. Whether arrested or not,
many domestic violence offenders do not re-offend. In one study, 8% of perpetrators accounted
for 82% of subsequent arrests (Maxwell et al., 2001).

The average family dispute may not be part of a battering syndrome. [PV over time tends
to decrease, rather than increase (Morse, 1995; O’Leary et al., 1989). When the violence is less
serious, resulting in no or negligible injuries, appears to be mutual or when culpability cannot be
determined by the police, an alternative to arrest would be for both individuals to be further
~ assessed by trained a family violence specialist before charges are made. When there is a clear
victim, his or her wishes on whether or not to prosecute should be carefully considered.

#2: Interventions
The facts

Limited to “one size fits all” group treatment approaches — the psychoeducational,
same-gender group treatment mandated by most states - in particular the “Duluth” model based
on feminist theories of patriarchy (Pence & Paymar, 1993) - have been shown by research to be
only marginally effective in preventing further acts of violence against victims (Babcock et al,
2004). This may be partly due to the inherent limitations of such a modality, which treats only
one family member and downplays the importance of risk factors such as personality disturbance
and substance abuse; but a major drawback is the lack of adequate training for batterer
intervention providers. Many states do not yet have standards for batterer intervention programs,
and one may be certified to conduct batterer intervention groups without any mental health
background whatsoever (Maiure & Ebetle, 2005). Equally problematic are that many states do
have batterer program certification and very rigid standards, many of which view IPV within the
ideological lenses of victim advocates and other special interests, and disregard or outright
prohibit crucial and relevant areas of inquiry such as group dynamics, child development, family
systems, personality disorders and psychopathology (Dutton and Corvo, in press; National
Institute of Justice, 1998; Santa Clara Probation Department, 1997). This directly contradicts
current research suggesting the need for typologizing offenders, and that “not one size fits all.”

Couples counseling, which has been shown to be at least as effective and safe as group
treatment (Brannen & Rubin, 1996; Dunford, 2000; Fals-Stewart et al., 2002; Heyman & Schlee,
2003; O’Leary et al., 1999; Stith et al, 2004), is prohibited in many staies, as is family therapy or
restorative justice interventions that involve the extended family and community (Grauwiler et

‘al., 2006). Such prohibitions are extremely misguided, because domestic violence is usually
mutual, and its dynamics involve reciprocal negative interactions among both partners (Babcock
et al., 1993; Burman et al., 1992; Cordova et al., 1993; Margolin et al., 1989; Ridly & Feldman,

'2003; Telch & Lindquist, 1984). When only one person is treated, there is therefore an increased
risk that the violence will begin anew. ‘

Overwhelmingly target men- The disparity between the genders is even greater among
the number of individuals mandated to BIP’s than it is among those initially arrested. In some
counties within the San Francisco Bay Area, for example, women account for less than 5% of
individuals mandated to BIP’s (Simmerman, 2002). To some extent, this is because a number of
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programs will not accept women, but a more likely explanation is that violence by women is not .
taken as seriously. By not holding physically aggressive women accountable to the same degree
as their male counterparis, we are in essence fixing only part of the problem, and untreated
women are left to continue their abuse, both towards their partners and towards their children..
Equally problematic are states that mandate that all offenders convicted of domestic assault be
sent to batterer treatment. Thus, there have been reported cases of children sent to such
programs, including one involving a 12 year old who through a pot at her mother.

Policy recommendations

The use of batterer treatment programs is rather unique to domestic violence. To give a
program targeted for one specific type of offense such as battering to a diverse range of
offenders, some with prior records for a variety of both violent and nonviolent offenses, may not
be the most effective use of resources. Further, by not establishing consistent sanctions and

treatment programs across criminal offenses as well as differentially assigning sentences and
treatment programs to offenders, we are creating inequity. The need to address the individual
needs of offenders would begin to redress and appropriately intervene with socially acceptable
programs for all populations of violent individuals. The current failure at finding great success
with batterer intervention programs is in large part a result of the failure to more appropriate
target the needs of the individuals assigned to such programs.
' Interventions in IPV ought to be based on the facts of each case, and determined by an
assessment conducted by a qualified mental health professional with an expertise in family
violence, who understands the complexities of IPV and its various subcategories and can take
into account the physical and emotional safety of all victimized parties. The term “batterer
intervention,” which connotes work with chronic repeat offenders who exhibit a pattern of
severe, systematic and unilateral abuse upon their victims, ought to be replaced with a term more
inclusive of IPV in general — such as “domestic violence intervention” or “IPV intervention.”
Group treatment would be mandated for individuals who are no Jonger with their victimized
partner, when couples or family counseling is contraindicated, or when group treatment would be
the most efficient way to help the client take responsibility for their abuse. Couples or family
counseling should be considered the treatment modality of choice when both partners agree to it,
and when it can proceed without compromising the safety of victims and children. Offenders
who stand not to benefit from either group or couples/family interventions due to a mental health
problem may need individual psychotherapy.

To conduct individual, couples or family therapy, one would be required to be a licensed
mental health professional. Minimal educational requirements for facilitating psychoeducational
batterer intervention groups would be a bachelor’s level degree in psychology or related field.
Prospective facilitators would have to complete a training program in family violence, under the
supervision of a mental health professional who is a certified batterer intervention provider as
well as an expert in family violence. Training should include a didactic component-as- well as
clinical field experience facilitating a group for at least 52 weeks, either with a co-facilitator
present for all sessions or in conjunction with weekly consultation and supervision.

#3: Vietim Services

The facts

Established organizations, such as the National Coalition against Domestic Violence and
its state chapters, are geared towards helping women and disregard the needs of victimized men
and their children. Out of nearly 2,000 domestic violence shelters in the United States, only a
few accept male residents (Brown, 2006). Some shelters will assist the male victims who contact
them, but usually by accident rather than design. Many states, including California, provide
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funding under their health and welfare statures for programs to help female IPV victims, but
specifically exclude men (California, 2006). Prior to its reauthorization in December, 2005, the
National Violence against Women Act (VAWA) did not provide for services for male victims.
Even with its newly acquired gender-inclusive language, the law’s primary focus is evident in its
title, the Violence against Women Act.

Victimized males do not have access to services because of the assumption that they are
only minimally impacted by IPV, if at all. This assumption, however, runs contrary to an
overwhelming body of research evidence. A significant minority of - IPV-related physical
injuries, between 25% and 43%, are incurred by men (Axcher, 2000; Laroche, in preparation;
Mirrlees-Black, 1999; Straus, 2004; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000), and men are the victims in
~ nearly a quarter of intimate homicides (Rennison, 2003). Abusive women are sometimes bigger
and stronger than their male partners and can physically overpower them; more likely than not,
they make up for their smaller size by using weapons and assaulting when their partners are
preoccupied, asleep or inebriated (Cook, 1997; Hines et al., in press; Mann, 1988; McCleod,
1984; Shupe et al, 1987). Because of cultural norms that require men to suppress feelings and
that minimize female-perpetrated abuse, male victims are reluctant to verbalize fear of any kind,
even when their lives are in danger (Cook, 1997; Hines & Malley-Morisson, 2001; Migliaccio,
2002). Nonetheless, the much higher rates of fear expressed by female victims cannot be
ascribed merely to a greater ease in disclosing feelings; women are indeed at greater risk of
suffering serious physical injuries. In addition, there is no doubt that, compared to men, women
evidence higher levels of psychological symptoms and stress-related issues as a result of being
physically assaulted (Anderson, 2002; Straus & Gelles, 1990; Vivian & Langhinrichsen-Rohling,
1994: Williams & Frieze, 2005.) There is evidence to suggest, however, based on clinical
samples and findings from the National Violence Against Women Survey, that the impact of
emotional abuse and control may be more comparable between the genders (Pimlott-Kubiak &
Cortina, 2003; Vivian & Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 1994).

Policy recommendations

IPV victims include men and women, as well as child witnesses. Services should
therefore be available everyone affected regardless of gender or sexual orientation. Like their
female counterparts, victimized males often require refuge in the form of a shelter bed, and/or
~ counseling and peer support, legal aid, and job placement services.

" Priority should be given to providing services to the most traumatically affected victims,
and women are overall more likely to suffer severe injuries, but there is simply no excuse for
refusing any victim services based upon their gender.  Although battered women’s advocates
have expressed concerns about placing male and female victims together in one facility, a co-ed
environment can in fact be effective and safe, as evidenced by the Antelope Valley Oasis shelter
in Southern California (Ensign & Jones, 2006). When victimized men are denied services, their
children are also denied services.

#4: Family law and Family Violence

The facts

IPV assumed to be male-perpetrated - Many states now incorporate into their family law
statutes guidelines that discourage or prohibit violent parents from obtain custody of their
children (National Council of Juvenile & Family Court Judges (1994). These guidelines are
good in theory, but when improperly applied may result in substantial harm to children and
families. Advocates for mothers (Silverman et al., 2004) argue that many fathers who have
perpetrated TPV and child abuse are able to manipulate the courts to their advantage and obtain
primary custody of their children; and advocates for fathers (e.g., Leving & Dachman, 1998)
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present the same argument regarding abusive mothers. However, research efforts to resolve this
issue have been decidedly skewed, concerned almost exclusively with finding evidence of
abusive fathers gaining custody (Kernic et al., 2005; Morrill et al., 2005; Silverman et al., 2004).

It is also the case that parents for whom there exists little or no empirical evidence of
abuse have been denied custody and visitation of their children via restraining orders due to mere
allegations, or when the documented abuse is minor or situational (Epstein, 1993; Heleniak,
2005; Pearson, 1997). More often than not, these cases involve fathers rather than mothers,
because many family court mediators, evaluators, attorneys and attorneys and judges share in the
general assumptions that men are rarely victims and women rarely the dominant aggressors of
[PV (Dutton, 2005). And when children favor one parent over the other, the courts struggle to
determine whether this due to alienating behavior on the part of the aligned parent, or
estrangement as a result of the child experiencing or witnessing abuse at the hands of the non-~
aligned parent (Drozd & Olesen, 2004; Johnston, 2001 ).

It has been well-established that children who have witnessed their parents physwally
abuse one another are at higher risk than other children for experiencing eémotional problems,
deterioration in peer and family relations, and poor school performance (Kitzmann et al., 2003;
Wolak & Finkethor, 1998). What is not ofien acknowledged is that they incur these problems
regardless of the parent’s gender, both in childhood (Johnston & Roseby, 1997; English et al.,
2003) and adolescence (Fergusson & Horwood, 1998; Mahoney et al., 2003), and that there is a
high correlation between perpetration of spousal abuse and child abuse for mothers as well as
fathers (Appel & Holden, 1998; Margolin & Gordis, 2003; Straus & Smith, . 1990). Violent
mothers, in other words, are just as likely as violent fathers to directly assault their children if
they have been violent towards their partner. Furthermore, correlational studies indicate that
child witnesses to interparental violence are at equal, or greater, risk for becoming depressed,
engaging in substance abuse and themselves perpetrating intimate partner abuse as adults when
mother was the abuser (Kaura & Allen, 2004; Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al, 1995; Straus, 1992).
In spite of this research evidence, violent mothers are rarely mandated to anger management or
batterer intervention programs.

Abuse of restraining orders - A number of states have made it easier for individuals,
including litigants involved in a custody dispute, to obtain restraining orders and orders of
protection against a violent partner or ex-partner. Only five states now define IPV as physical
assaults; in a majority of states, restraining orders are granted to plaintiffs who fear the
possibility of physical harm, or merely express such a fear (RADAR, 2006). Temporary orders
can be granted without a defendant being present or even notified, and extended at subsequent
hearings without the usual burden of proof required in criminal matters (Epstein, 1993; Heleniak,
2005). Once a restraining order is in place, even minor violations by the defendant can result in
incarceration. When there is a credible threat, such orders may be helpful in protecting victims
and lessening the likelihood of escalated interparental conflict. Research, however, indicates that
restraining orders are ineffective in preventing assaults by individuals with a history of chronic,
* severe battering (Mills, 2003). Too often, restraining orders and orders of protection are used as
a means for one parent to punish and control the other, and obtain custody of the children.

IPV given greater priority than child abuse or other dysfunction — The focus on IPV
should not detract from other problems that directly affect one’s parenting abilities and are
harmful to children, such as alcoho! or drug abuse, or mental illness such as depression. Also
minimized is direct child abuse, which is perpetrated at much higher rates than IPV and more
often by mothers, (Gaudioso, 2005; Sedlak & Broadhurst, 1996; Trocme, 2001), and is at least as
detrimental to children as witnessing interparental violence {Kitzmann et al, 2003; Salzinger et
al., 2002). In California, for instance, where psychoeducational group intervention is mandated
for both child abuse and IPV, the number of IPV groups greatly outnumber those for offending
parents, despite the fact that physical child abuse is far more prevalent than inferparental
violence (Straus & Gelles, 1990). There is evidence that verbal and emotional abuse directed by
a parent against a child may cause the greatest damage (Dutton, 1998; English et al., 2003;
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Moore & Pepler, 1998). Family violence is in fact at complex phenomenon, characterized by a
variety of possible pathways of abuse, often reciprocal, sometimes initiated by the children; with
stress a central mediator; the “battering dad” paitern is only one of many possible patterns of
family violence, and far less prevalent than mutual IPV by parents who are both also abusing the
children (Slep & O’Leary, 2005). :

Policy recommendations

Increasingly, family court professionals are required to obtain specialized training in IPV
theory, assessment and intervention. Such training should be conducted by qualified instructors
- who are familiar with the full range of family violence research, and not by narrow special
interest groups such as battered women advocates or men’s rights organizations. A substantial
part of the training ought to include a discussion of IPV subtypes and the spectrum of abuse
(Babcock et al., 2003; Graham-Kevan, 2006; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994). For instance,
research has shown that a great number of child custody cases with IPV involve one-time
situational abuse, where the children are less likely to be further exposed once the parents have
separated (Johnston & Campbell, 1993). Also crucial to any comprehensive training would be
an in-depth examination of assessment procedures, including the use of proven, validated
instruments (Austin, 2001; Nicholls et al, 2006), as well as established protocols for
distinguishing between cases involving abuse, alienation and estrangement (Drozd & Olesen,
2004). _

Children are traumatized in many ways, not only by having observed or experienced
abuse. When the court system takes the extraordinary step to deny a parent visitation and
custody of his or her child, it ought to be based on substantiated evidence, and the risk that a
parent poses to his or her children due to their violence ought to be greater than the detrimental
effects posed by an unwanted separation. The granting of restraining orders should be based on
credible threats to the victim’s safety, not simply on their expressed level of fear.

#5: Prevention, Education and Outreach

The facts

Dissemination of misleading and false information - The shortcoming in IPV public
policy with respect to law enforcement responses, intervention, victim services and family law,
are largely attributable to the frequently misleading, and outright false, information currently
available to policy makers (American Bar Association, 2006; National Coalition Against
Domestic Violence, 2006; Dekeseredy, 2002; Kimmel, 2001). Not surprisingly, this
misinformation also informs national and local public education, prevention and outreach efforts.
Consequently, the public is given a distorted picture of IPV. The “face” of IPV, from
informational posters and other materials, is typically a bruised and frightened woman, cowering
in a comer with her children around her. Television specials and motion picture films on IPV
very rarely feature male victims. Intervention and prevention programs in school settings focus
on male-perpetrated dating violence (Cascardi & Avery-Leaf, 2000) in spite of the fact that
female-perpetrated IPV is highest among adolescents and young adults (Laroche, 2005; Morse,
1995; Straus & Gelles, 1990).

Domination by special interests - The organizations responsible for advising
legislators and other policy makers on IPV, including state domestic violence coalitions, for the
most part represent the interests of abused women rather than those of all victims. These
organizations justify their focus on women victims by citing data that skew the research in their
favor. The website of the National Coalition against Domestic Violence (2006), for instance,
states that 85% of IPV victims are female. Claims that 85% of intimate partner abuse is
committed by males upon their female partners are based either on government studies reporting
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the number of individuals arrested for spousal abuse, or on crime surveys. These sources of data
are highly unreliable: The number of individuals arrested for spousal abuse does not reflect the
actual numbers of perpetrators in the population; and crime surveys tend to inhibit honest -
disclosure by respondents, especially by men who, because of cultural conditioning, typically do
not view violence directed against them by a female partner as a crime. The best designed
studies, which encourage honest responses, almost without exception find that in intimate
relationships men and women assault one another at approximately equal rates. (Dutton &
Nicholls, 2005; Straus, 1999).

Policy recommendations

Family violence prevention, education and outreach ought to be gender-inclusive, and
take into account the wealth of accumulated research evidence. To ensure that public policy will
no longer be shaped exclusively by special interest groups, state domestic violence boards ought
to include a broad representation of family violence-related organizations, among them treatment
providers and other mental health professionals, victim advocates and shelter workers, child
advocates, criminologists and research scholars. By increasing our knowledge base and assuring
that we draw from a wider pool of experience and expertise, these changes should dramatically
improve our abilities to effectively reduce family violence in our communities.
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At Family Court Services, Joanna Levy requests to meet separately with Lauren,
the child custody mediator, expressing a fear of being in the same room with her
_ husband, Barry, whom she characterizes as a highly controlling man who physically and
~ emotionally abused her throughout their 8-year marriage. “He yells, puts me down
constantly,” she says. “Always criticizing. Nothing I do is ever good enough. I have to
beg for grocery money.” Upon further questioning, Joanna elaborates on her husband’s
emotional neediness, the constant demands. “The last straw,” she says, “was when he
beat me up. I felt like a rag doll, yanked around the living room like that.”

The month before, at a seminar conducted by the local battered women’s shelter,
Lauren had learned that the unilateral use of physical violence and controlling behavior,
along with the fear that they engender in their victims, are defining characteristics of
male batterers. In her meeting with Barry, the mediator is struck by how closely he fits
the batterer profile, first by denying having engaged in any abuse himself; and, secondly,
by claiming abuse on the part of the victim. “Maybe she’s bipolar, or something,” Barry
suggests. “I mean, if anyone needs therapy it’s her.” Trying to make the victim think
she’s crazy, Lauren remembers, is one of the battering tactics from the “Power and
Control Wheel” presented at the training. Lauren recommends to the Court that custody
of the children be granted to the mother, and that the father enroll in a 52-week Domestic
Violence Batterer program. When he is informed by his attorney that he is allowed only
a one-hour weekly visit with the children, supervised by a court-approved agency, Barry
gets on the phone and screams at his ex. Consequently, a restraining order is placed
against him. ‘ : ,

Eight months later, an extensive custody evaluation reveals that Joanna has been
previously treated for Borderline Personality Disorder. Employment records, and
interviews with extended family members and their last marriage therapist support
Barry’s characterization of her as volatile and abusive. Barry had yelled at his wife on
numerous occasions, but his criticisms were hardly gratuitous — e.g., in response to her

- inattention fo the children’s needs and refusal to cooperate with the finances. His decision
to take conirol of the money was made after she squandered $75,000 of the family
income on personal vacations and shopping sprees. And in the “rag doll” incident, the
children confirm that their father was merely defending himself against an onslaught of
kicks and punches by the mother who, in the past, had also slapped their oldest daughter,

How ¢ould a case could be so poorly assessed, causing a father to lose access to his
children and be forcibly separated and remanded to an extended program of batterer treatment
while a neglectful, abusive mother is regarded as the victimized partner? The obvious answer
would be a lack of adequate assessment tools and procedures. However, in the case above it will
be argued that the mediator was also predisposed to arrive at the conclusions she drew. It will be

-shown that the bias she demonstrated cannot be attributed merely to procedural flaws, but rather
to the gender paradigm, also known as the patriarchal paradigm, the dominant model of
domestic violence etiology and intervention that has shaped public policy for the past 25 years.




A product of ideological feminism and the experiences of case workers in the women’s shelter
movement of the 70°s, the patriarchal paradigm posits that intimate partner abuse - physical,
sexual and emotional - is perpetrated almost exclusively by males upon their female partners,
and that it is used to maintain “male privilege” in a male-dominated society that sanctions such
behavior (e.g., Dobash & Dobash, 1979). Thus men account for over 80% of spousal abuse
arrests in California (California Department of Justice, 2002), and in some counties they
comprise 95% of participants in a batterer intervention program (Simerman, 2002).

In this paper, we will echo Dutton’s (2005) contention that research does not support the
gender/patriarchal paradigm. We will additionally show that more recent offshoots of this
model, such as those based on the work of Michael Johnson (Johnson & Leone, 2005), are also
inadequate and misleading, and that the unquestioned adoption of these paradigms by many
family court professionals has not been in the best interests of children and their families. It has,
we believe, led to assessment bias, an overemphasis on male-perpetrated violence, and a general
overemphasis on intimate partner abuse over other types of family dysfunction, including the
direct abuse of children.

Findings from the Child Custody Literature

In the past 10 years, an increasing body of research has documented the substantial and
far-reaching effects that witnessing intimate partner abuse has on children. Between 80%-90%
of children in violent homes are aware of the interparental violence (Jaffe, Wolfe & Wilson,
1990), and estimates on the number child witnesses range from three million (Bancroft &
Silverman, 2002) to 10 million per year (Straus, 1992). Such children are at much higher risks
than children from non-violent households for exhibiting internalizing symptoms such as
depression and PTSD, as well as a variety of externalizing symptoms, among them conduct
disorder and school problems (Wolak & Finkethor, 1998). As a result, the issue of interparental
violence has become an increasingly important consideration in disputed child custody cases, as
the Model Code of the National Council of Juvenile & Family Court Judges makes clear:

In every proceeding where there is at issue a dispute as to the custody of a child, a
determination by the court that domestic or family violence has occurred raises a
rebuttable presumption that it is detrimental to the child and not in the best interest of the
child to be placed in sole custody, joint legal custody, or joint physical custody with the
perpetrator of family violerice (Model Code 401, quoted in Jaffe & Geffner, 1998, p.
373).

The gender-neutral language of the Code, however, belies the assumption among many
researchers and family court professionals, that perpetrators are primarily fathers. Peter Jaffe
and Robert Geffner, two of the most respected researchers in the field of family violence, state
unequivocally that :

Although the terms family violence and domestic violence are commonly used, the most
accurate term is maltreatment of women and children, because women and children
represent the vast majority of victims. Men are also abused, but in most instances, men’s
violence against women creates greater injury, pain, and suffering, and a large proportion
of women’s violence toward men is in self-defense (p. 374). '




As we will see shortly, the general domestic violence literature does not support these
conclusions. Even within the disputed child custody literature, the findings are weak and
contradictory. In a review by Logan, Jordan and Horvath (2002) of 82 cases adjudicated in one
Kentucky jurisdiction between 1997 and 1998, it was determined that in cases where partner
violence was documented in the court record, fathers had perpetrated 57% of the assaults,
compared to 19% for fathers in the non-DV group; and mothers had perpetrated 35% of the
assaults, compared to 11%. The usefulness of these results are questionable, however, given
the infrequent use by the participating evaluators of either formal psychological testing or
collateral sources — or any mention of any specialized domestic violence questionnaires or
protocols. The national survey of 115 evaluators by Bow and Boxer (2003) found that 37% of
child custody referrals involved allegations of partner violence. Of these, 51% of the abuse
(including physical aggression, emotional abuse, and controlling behavior) was alleged to be
male-instigated, 17% bidirectional but mostly male-instigated, 14% bidirectional and mutual,
11% female-instigated, and 7% bidirectional but mostly female-instigated. Asked to cite the
signs or characteristics with which to substantiate the abuse allegations, 60% of the respondents
listed shame, guilt, fear, low self-esteem, financial vulnerability or inability to leave — none of
which necessarily point to victimization, but may be signs of perpetration (Dutton, 1998), or
simply symptoms of being involved in a highly-charged child custody dispute. In fact, only 31%
of he evaluators secured independent confirmation by eyewitness reports, police records, etc, and
only 30% said they used a comprehensive violence risk assessment model such as Austin’s
(2001), or any type of domestic violence questionnaire (e.g., 20% used the Spousal Abuse Risk
Assessment). A recent review of 400 mediation reports in San Diego (Johnson, Saccuzo and

‘Koen, 2005) found 200 cases involving domestic violence, of which the father was the clear
perpetrator in 80 of them. No information was given regarding rates of female-perpetrated or
mutual abuse. _ :

' In the Portland and Minneapolis study by Newmark, Harrell and Salem (1995), which
utilized the Conflict Tactics Scale, the most widely-used instrument for measuring extent of
partner violence, 80% of the woinen and 72% of the men claimed to have been physically

- assaulted by their ex partners. Men reported somewhat less incidents of physical intimidation

" and overall physical abuse, but similar rates of severe violence involving the use of weapons. In

perhaps the most thoroughly investigated sample of disputed child custody cases involving

partner abuse, using a variety of well-established questionnaires, Johnston and Campbell (1989)
found an equal number of cases in which the mother (13.5%) and the father (13.6%) had been
the dominant aggressors throughout the relationship, and another 19.3% that involved a pattern
of mutual violence. In a small number of cases (5.7%) the violence was due to severe
psychopathology. Most significantly, in almost half (46.7%) of the relationships, there had been
no history of violence until the period of separation and divorce.

The disputed child custody literature also yields contradictory findings with respect to the
importance that domestic violence is given by evaluators. A review of 60 disputed child custody
cases in Florida (Sorensen, 1995) found that judges are highly reluctant to award custody to
parents who had been accused of child or partner abuse, even with little or no corroboration. -
Johnson, Saccuzo and Koen {2005) found that some form of joint physical custody arrangement
was recommended in 17.3% of cases involving domestic violence, versus 25.2% in those that did
not. In the survey by Ackerman and Ackerman (1996), only 28% of the evaluators cited partner
abuse as a reason for denying joint custody, while 76% cited a parent’s alienation tactic of
exaggerating abuse by the other. “In our professional experience in over 20 years of completing




custody and visitation assessments,” Jaffe and Geffner (1998) write, “the nonidentification of
domestic violence in divorce cases is the source of the real problems that occur” (p. 381).
However, the “real problem” is assumed to be nonidentification specifically of male-
- perpetrated violence. Of particular concern is research showing that fathers with a violent
history may sometimes secure custody of the children. The true extent of the problem is difficult
to ascertain. Most of this research is based on interviews with battered women and selected,
non-scientific case reports (e.g., Liss & Stahly, 1993; Zorza,1995), and murky about the amount
of custody these fathers are able to secure, the extent to which they are violent, whether the
violence was mutual, and the presence in the partner of possibly more serious problems, such as
drug abuse. Some studies presume “battering” from the existence of restraining orders alone
(e.g., Morrill, Dai, Dunn, Sung & Smith, 2005; Rosen & O’Sullivan, 2005), even though
restraining orders are liberally issued, and are unreliable indicators of actual violence (e.g.,
Epstein, 1993). Thus, a case in which a father may have perpetrated one minor act of violence
(e.g., grabbing) in a mutually abusive, high-conflict relationship, and was able to increase his
custody time from one hour to two hours a week, could be cited as an example of a “battering
dad” who “gets custody” of his children. A somewhat more sophisticated case review,
conducted by Kernic and her colleagues in Portland (Kemic, Monary-Ernsdorff, Koepsell &
Holt, 2005), indicates that even when a victimized mother secures primary custody, the abusive
father may be allowed unsupervised visitation, often without having to complete a batterer
treatment program. Not clear is how many of these fathers continued to pose a threat to their ex
or to their children; but for those who did, no one would disagree that visitation, if any, should
have been highly restricted until these men could demonsirate significant behavior change.
There is evidence that certain male batterers are highly manipulative and can effectively
project a nonabusive image (Bow & Boxer, 2003; Jacobsen & Gottman, 1998); while their
victims may, as a result of the anxiety, depression and other psychological consequences of the
abuse, appear to be a less “fit” parent (Kernic et al., 2005). Their victims often relent out of fear
of further abuse, and because they are economically dependent. When mothers attempt to leave
the abuser, they sometimes will find resistance among their children, who miss their friends and
neighborhood, and who will even blame the mother for the abuse (Jaffe & Geffner, 1998). Other
research, however, indicates that mothers litigating custody may not be so disadvantaged. In one
survey female respondents indicated that they felt as empowered vis-a-vis their ex as the male
respondents, and far more empowered by the court system (Newmark, Harrell & Salem, 1995).
To what extent false or exaggerated claims of abuse are used to secure custody and
alienate the children from the father is still open to debate. Gardner (1992) and Turkat (1995)
argue for high rates of alienation, primarily by mothers. Friedman (2004) has identified a sub-
group of alienating mothers with what he calls counterdependent-borderline personality traits,
who vigorously and effectively pursue their custody rights regardless of the level of pathology
they may exhibit. Within Johnston and Campbell’s 1989-1990 sample (Johnston and Campbell,
1993), 13% of the parents had filed false or exaggerated domestic violence claims, at a rate seven
times more often by mothers compared to fathers. Johnston, Lee, Olesen and Gans Walters
(2005) found higher substantiated rates of “adult abuse” by fathers than by mothers; however,
the degree of partner violence versus substance abuse was not clarified. Also, as with other child
custody studies, this was a non-random study that may not generalize beyond the particular
sample, criteria for substantiation were not standardized, and “the range or degree of severity of
the abuse was not rated” (p. 16). :




Lack of attention and ignorance are the primary reasons given for the failure to properly identify
interparental violence in disputed child custody cases. According to Logan et al. (2002):

The frame of reference for custody evaluations is grounded in divorce literature from
family studies disciplines that, with few exceptions (Saposnek, 1998), often do not even
reference domestic violence...The family studies literature primarily focuses on “normal”
divorce processes and has not fully acknowledged or integrated research findings from
domestic violence studies (Logan et al., 2002, p. 737). :

Findings from the General Domestic Violence Literature

Not under investigation — the proverbial “elephant in the middle of the room” - is the
extent to which battering moms get custody, because mothers are a priori ruled out as
perpetrators, The nonidentification of domestic violence may indeed be a major problem, but
with respect to female abusers, as well as male. It cannot be assumed (Jaffe and Geffner, 1998)
that when children blame the mother for father’s violence, they are always wrong. Some
mothers who are not physically assaultive engage in high levels of emotional abuse and
controlling behaviors, while others are the primary, or sole perpetrators of physical assaults
(Dutton & Nicholls, 2005; Hamel, in press; Hamel, 2005). Family court professionals may
indeed have not previously “acknowledged or integrated research findings from domestic
violence studies.” However, to the extent that they now are acknowledging studies on partner
violence, it has been outdated and misleading research that they have drawn upon. Prevalence
rates indicating rates of male-perpetrated abuse at 85% to 95% of total assaults, are based on
unreliable crime surveys and samples of battered women, which are inherently limited.
Representative population surveys consistently show that intimate partner abuse is perpetrated by

men and women at equal rates, initiated as often by women as by men, rarely in self-defense, and
typically caused by psychopathology, stress and previous history of violence rather than
patriarchal factors (Dutton & Nichols, 2005). '

Women certainly bear the greater share of physical injuries, but at a rate of between 2:1
(Archer, 2000) and 4:1 (Tjaden & Thoenes, 1998) over men, and not the often-cited but

" misleading 7:1 rate, which actually measured medical help-seeking behavior, not injuries per se
(Straus & Gelles, 1990). And although women suffer the greater share of psychological distress
when victimized by partner violence, men and women are equally impacted by partner abuse
(Pimlott-Kubiak & Cortina, 2003).

, A recent offshoot of the gender-patriarchal paradigm, based largely upon the work of
Michael Johnson (Johmson, 2005; Johnson & Leone, 2005), acknowledges that women initiate
intimate partner violence as often as men, but only the less serious, conflict-related type he calls
“common couple violence” or “situational violence.” More serious violence, resulting in greater
injuries and motivated by misogynistic attitudes and a perpetrator’s use of abusive and
controlling behaviors to dominate the partner - what Johnson calls “intimate terrorism,” or
“patriarchal terrorism, ” and what others would simply call “battering” - is assumed to be

- perpetrated almost entirely by men (see table 1 for list of abuse and control tactics). In the

disputed custody literature (e.g., Bancroft & Silverman, 2002; Dalton, 1999), these assumptions,

mistaken as they are, are even further distorted. Thus, violence by women is not only dismissed
or marginalized as “expressive,” but men’s violence is conceptualized in every case as coercive
or “instrumental,” despite Johnson’s own admission that “situational violence™ represents the far




greatest share of the total. An example is Dalton’s (1999) critique of Johnston and Campbell’s
(1993) failure to identify the men involved in mutual violence as “batterers.”

The increasing acceptance of Johnson’s typology should be of concern not simply
because it is simplistic, ignoring for example impulsive violence characteristic of those with
Borderline Personality Disorder (Dutton, 2005), but also because his conclusions regarding
gender are based on biased samples. Johnson cites data from Pittsburgh in claiming that men
comprise fully 97% of intimate terrorists, then cites research by Graham-Kevan and Archer
(2003) as evidence for an 87% rate. However, Johnson fails to mention that a large proportion of
the women surveyed in the Pittsburgh sample were battered women, and that the Graham-Kevan
and Archer sample involved battered women and male prison inmates. Johnson conveniently
omits any reference to a follow-up study by these same researchers. Using a more representative
community sample (college students and faculty in the U.K.), they found rates of 9% for male
intimate terrorists and 13% for female intimate terrorists, based upon Johnson’s own criteria

The assertion that “only men are controlling” is simply that — an assertion. The few
studies in which questions regarding the use of abuse and control tactics have been posed to both
male and female respondents dispute this claim. From a population of 6002 couples survey in
the second National Family Violence Survey, Straus and Gelles (1990) found rates of verbal and
symbolic abuse (e.g., throwing things) to be the same across gender (between 6-8 incidents per
year). In a survey of college students (Straus, 2001), the men reported having perpetrated 15.1
incidents of verbal, symbolic and emotional abuse upon their female partners in the past year; the
rate reported by the women was 16.0. Kasian and Painter’s (1992) survey of a dating population
(N=1,625) found higher levels of the following tactics to be used by women: general control,
jealousy, verbal abuse and withdrawal. No differences were found for use of diminishment of
self-esteem, a category which includes put-downs, ridicule, etc. '

Even among populations of men arrested for spousal abuse, women engage in high levels
of abusive and controlling behaviors. - For instance, in the Stacey, Hazelwood and Shupe Texas
study (1994), the female victims actually scored higher on perpetration of 4 of the 13 iterns (deny
rights to privacy, deny access to family, withdraw emotionally to punish, withhold sex to
punish); and there were only slight differences among the genders for the following items: deny
freedom of activities, deny access to friends, deny access to money, deny financial inputand
censor phone calls, etc. Stalking, when coupled with an immediate physical threat, is more often
perpetrated by men, but within the broader category of stalking behaviors known as obsessional
relational intrusion (e.g., repeated, unwanted phone calls) gender differences tend to disappear
(Langhinrichsen-Rohling, Palarea, Cohen and Rohling, 2000; Spitzberg & Rhea, 1999; Tjaden
and Thoennes, 1998.) Among the various abuse and control tactics, only sexual coercion
appears to be perpetrated primarily by males. And sexual coercion rates are more comparable
when non-violent tactics are measured, such as taking advantage of someone while they are
intoxicated, threatening to smear them as impotent or gay, etc. (Busby & Compton, 1997;
O’Sullivan, Byers and Finkelman, 1998; Waldner-Haugrud & Magruder, 1995).

Johnson also neglected to report on Coker et al’s (2002) re-analysis of the 1998 National
Violence Against Women Survey (NVAWS). Johnson previously had found high rates of
intimate terrorism for men based upon data given by the female victims; however, he chose to
ignore the data given by the male victims (Johnson, 2000). Following up on Johnson’s work and
looking at alf of the NVAWS data, Coker and her colleagues (2002) found lifetime rates of
power and control victimization for men and women to be nearly identical (6.8% vs. 6.9%,
respectively), and incidence of verbal abuse and jealousy/ possessiveness victimization to be




twice as high for the male victims (10.5% vs. 5.2%). The number of female terrorists in Canada,
from a general population survey of nearty 26,000 people (LaRoche, 2005), was determined to
be around 2% of the population; male terrorists represented 3%. This translates to the percentage
of male terrorists at approximately 60% of that category. Whether we accept this data, or the

- Graham-Kevan and Archer data which suggests a 50% greater incidence of partner terrorism by
females, the number of “patriarchal” male terrorists is far less than the 97%, or even 87% figures
claimed by Johnson. The overall rate for both genders is, of course, very low compared to rates
for less severe, mutual violence.

There is a distinction between abuse and control tactics, as discussed above, and the
overall level of power wielded by individuals in a given relationship. Proponents of the
patriarchal/gender paradigm would argue that men have the greater power by virtue of living in a
patriarchal society in which men have greater access to economic and political resources (e.g.,
Pagelow, 1981). This argument, too, has little basis in fact. Felson (2002) correctly points out
that institutional power does not necessarily trickle down to the individual husband, and that
some women wield considerable power by dint of their personality, control over the children,
and the extent to which they are valued and desired. One series of questions in the second
National Family Violence Survey (Coleman & Straus, 1990) sought to determine the number of
male-dominated vs. female-dominated households, asking “who has the final say” in buying a
car, having children, what house or apartment to take, what job either partner should take,
whether a partner should go to work or quit work, and how much money to spend each week on
food. The overwhelming number of households were found to be equalitarian in decision-
making. Male-dominant households represented only 9% of the total; and 8% were female-
dominated, a slight difference indeed, especially considering that this data is now 20 years old
and a greater number of households can be presumed to be female dominated or equalitarian.
Similarly, research supports gender-comparable rates of lack of decision-making power among
litigants in disputed child-custody cases {Newmark et al., 1995).

- This is not to imply that “all domestic violence is the same.” The “fear factor” is an
important consideration, particularly for safety planning or when choosing a treatment modality.
Women certainly express a greater fear of physical harm. It is true that fear has a large
subjective dimension (e.g., previously-victimized women may express fear when there are no
objective reasons why they should), and that men are reluctant to compromise their socially-
sanctioned roles as strong and masculine (e.g., Cook, 1997; Miggliacio, 2002). However, given
that they indeed suffer two-thirds of physical injuries, more women, on average, have reason to
fear a partner’s physical assaults, or threats of assault, than the reverse (Follingstad, Wright,

' Lloyd & Sebastian, 1991; Morse, 1995). To what extent, and exactly how, the “fear facior”
should be factored into future attempts to typologize partner violence is uncertain.

Of greater significance to family court cases, research indicates that regardless of the
perpetrator’s gender, children and adolescents are adversely affected by witnessing
interparental violence (English, Marshall & Stewart, 2003; Fergusson & Horwood, 1998;
Johnston & Roseby, 1997; Mahoney, Donnelly, Boxer & Lewis, 2003), and at risk to perpetrate
partner abuse in adulthood (Kaura & Allen, 2004; Langhinrichsen-Rohling, Neidig & Thorn,
1995; Sommer, 1994; Straus, 1992). Furthermore, mothers who hit their partners have just as

- much of an increased risk of hitting their ¢hildren as partner-violent fathers (Appel & Holden,
1998; Margolin & Gordis, 2003; Straus & Smith, 1990). 'Mothers who are violent towards their
children may sometimes be “battered wives,” as is often assumed, but more ofien than not are
perpetrators of partner abuse (English et al., 2003). It has not been determined whether direct




child abuse is more detrimental on children than witnessing interparental violence (Kitzmann,
Gaylord, Holt & Kenny, 2003), but several studies have found that children are far more
adversely affected by mother’s verbal abuse than by witnessing partner violence by either the
mother (English et al., 2003) or by the father (Moore & Pepler, 1998). Furthermore, some
children may be as, or more affected by non-physical parental conflict. For instance, Grych &
Fincham (1998) found that children from either high conflict or violent homes exhibited the
same kinds of internalizing and externalizing problems; and in a national longitudinal study
involving 682 children, Litrownik et al. (Litrownik, Newton, Hunter, English & Everson, 2003)
found that parents who verbally and emotionally abused each other were more likely to
physically abuse their children than parents who engaged in interparental violence. According to
Wolak and Finkelhor (1998):

Pervasive conflict that takes the form of overt verbal hostility or violence harms children
by causing stress, impairing effective parent-child relationships, and training children to
be aggressive. Overall, children from violent homes appear to be at greater risk for
showing clinical-level behavioral and emotional problems, but it is likely that some
symptoms are caused by the conflict and not necessarily the violence (pp. 9 1-92).

New Trends in Child Custody Assessiment

In light of these findings, the focus on male-perpetrated abuse is clearly misplaced. It
might seem astounding at how such a large, convincing body of research could be almost entirely
overlooked. But among those of us who have worked with both male and female perpetrators
and have explored in depth the existing family violence literature, this oversight is, sadly, very
- much the norm. What is generally taught in the domestic violence field, and by extension to
family court professionals, continues to be framed within the construct of a radical form of
feminism that favors political correctness over scientifically-sound, empirically-based
procedures for conducting research, and for conducting assessments.

' Donald Dutton, one of the most prolific and respected researchers in the field of family
violence, writes:

It appears to me that a scholarly paradigm has developed where the same group of
authors mutually cites each others work and generate one model of family violence; the
father is the batterer, the mother is the victim, the child is victimized by observation of
the father’s violence. This is the essence of an academic paradigm. A social reality is
created that directs belief and focus of future research and disregards conflicting data
(Dutton, 2005, p. 8)

Such pervasive research bias can be found in numerous studies, sometimes blatantly so,

* such as the 2005 special issue of Violence Against Women, in which none of the four showcased
studies looked at female-perpetrated abuse. Sometimes the bias is more subtle, as in the case
review by Logan et al. (2002), which cites research by Weitzman (1985) purporting to prove that
women suffer a substantial decrease in their standard of living (alleged to be 73%) following
divorce; but neglects to mention that these findings were later found to be grossly inaccurate, and
that Weitzman herself admitted to have been in error (McNeely, 1998). Throughout their article,
Logan et al. frame the problem of domestic violence as one of male perpetrators and female




victims, despite their own findings, flawed as they were, indicating a substantial amount of
violence perpetrated by women. In light of this bias, we can better understand the '
recommendations of the mediator in the case study presented at the beginning of this paper.
Again, quoting Dutton:

What is problematic about Jaffe et al.’s analysis, and the others we will review below, is
that while their description of the actions and consequences of abuse on the child are
accurate, there is a priming of assessors 10 look only at the male as the abuse perpetrator,
and having done so to suspect his denial of abuse. Denial of abuse will not exonerate him
because really abusive men deny abuse as well...No algorithim is provided through
which the truth might mystically emerge. Essentially the authors develop skepticism

" about male accounts and then advise the evaluator to use a clinical judgment already
primed to disbelieve the alleged perpetrator (pp. 4-5).

Beginning with Gould’s Conducting Scientifically-Crafted Child Custody Evaluations
(Gould, 1998), a handful of books and articles have emerged, outlining specific protocols for
assessing family violence in the context of disputed child custody. In his upcoming book, Gould
(Gould & Martindale, in preparation) warns of the limitations of Bancroft and Silverman’s
(2002) assessment model, which was developed from studies with battered women in shelters.
Austin (2001) outlines six evaluation dimensions (temporal, sex or perpetrator and causal
direction of violence, severity of physical harm, type of aggression, presence of major risk
faciors, and children exposed to the violence) which have the advantage of placing abuse on a
continuum, rather than in discrete categories such as those of Janet Johnston or Michael Johnson.
Furthermore, Austin challenges the preoccupation with male-perpetrated violence that has
marred the protocols suggested by Jaffe and Geffner (1998), and has cautioned evaluators to
keep in mind the complex dynamics of partner violence — e.g., pointing out that in some cases
physical abuse is met by verbal abuse, or the reverse. And recently, Drozd and Olesen (2004)
have put forth guidelines in the form of a “decision tree,” in which the evaluator is helped to
distinguish between the differing phenomena of abuse, alienation, estrangement, sabotage and
protective parenting. The importance of such guidelines and protocols cannot be exaggerated,
because how well a custody evaluation is conducted bears directly on what is recommended with

- respect to custody and interventions for the family. Johnston et al. (2005) write:

In collaboration with community services, family courts will need to set explicit
behavioral goals and treatment contracts with families who are court-ordered to
interventions. Custody evaluators need to make specific recommendations to this end.
The needs of families and their prognosis for change must be triaged and carefully
matched with scarce resources that are appropriate to the need (p. 19). '

1t has been the author’s experience, having for the past 12 years conducted family
violence assessments, and having provided batterer intervention and parenting counseling
services, to individuals referred through the family court system in the San Francisco Bay Area,
that the needs of these families have not, on the whole, been “triaged and carefully matched with
‘'scarce resources.” In particular, it seems that aflegations of domestic viclence against fathers are
taken more seriously than those made against mothers. As previously mentioned, women are
mandated to batterer intervention in numbers far less than the actual number of female batterers -




in the general population. Whether this holds for mothers involved in disputed child custody
cases is a hypothesis that ought to be tested through further research.
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SUMMARY: This bibliography examines 206 scholarly investigations: 159 empirical studies and 47 reviews and/or
analyses, which demonstrate that women are as physically aggressive, or more aggressive, than men in their
relationships with their spouses or male parters. The aggregate sample size in the reviewed studies exceeds
197.,900. '

Aizenmarn, M., & Kelley, G. (1988). The incidence of violence and acquaintance rape in dating relationships
among college men and women. Journal of College Student Development, 29, 305-311. (A sample of actively dating
college students <204 women and 140 men> responded to a survey examining courtship violence. Authors report that’
there were no significant differences between the sexes in self reported perpetration of physical abuse.)

Archer, J. (2000). Sex differences in aggression between hetero sexual partners: A meta-analytic review.
Psychological Bulletin, 126, 651-680. (Meta-analyses of sex differences in physical aggression indicate that women .
were more likely than men to “use one or more acts of physical aggression and to use such acts more frequently.” In
terms of injuries, women were somewhat more likely to be injured, and analyses reveal that 62% of those injured
were women.)

Archer, J. (2002). Sex differences in physically aggressive acts between heterosexual partners: A meta-analytic
review. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 7, 213-351. (Analyzing responses to the Conflict Tactic Scale and using a
data set somewhat different from the previous 2000 publication, the author reports that women are more likely than
men to throw something at their partners, as well as slap, kick, bite, punch and hit with an object. Men were more
likely than women to strangle, choke, or beat up their partners.) '

Archer, J., & Ray, N. (1989). Dating violence in the United Kingdom: a preliminary study. Aggressive Behavior,
15, 337-343. (Twenty three dating couples completed the Conflict Tactics scale. Results indicate that women were
significantly more likely than their male partners to express physical violence. Authors also report that, "measures of
pariner agreement were high" and that the correlation between past and present violence was low.}

Arias, 1., Samios, M., & O'Leary, K. D. (1987). Prevalence and correlates of physical aggression during
courtship. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 2, 82-90. (Used Conflict Tactics Scale with a sample of 270
undergraduates <95 men, 175 women> and found 30% of men and 49% of women reported using some form of
aggression in their dating histories with a greater percentage of women engaging in severe physical aggression.)

Arias, 1., & Johnson, P. (1989). Evaluations of physical aggression among intimate dyads. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 4, 298-307. (Used Conflict Tactics Scale-CTS- with a sample of 103 male and 99 female
undergraduates. Both men and women had similar experience with dating violence, 19% of women and 18% of men
admitted being physically aggressive. A significantly greater percentage of women thought self-defense was a
legitimate reason for men to be aggressive, while a greater percentage of men thought slapping was a legitimate 1
response for a man or woman if their partner was sexually unfaithful.) :
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" Arriaga, X. B., & Foshee, V. A. (2004). Adolescent dating violence. Do adolescents follow in their friends' or
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- absence of objectivity on the part of "feminist" critics of research demonstrating female perpetrated domestic
violence.) :

George, M. I. (1994). Riding the donkey backwards: Men as the unacceptable victims of marital violence. Journal
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Goodyear-Smith, F. A. & Laidlaw, T. M. (1999). Aggressive acts and assaults in intimate relationships: Towards
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partner reports 31% of women and 22% for men.")
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- Grandin, E. & Lupri, E. (1997). Intimate violence in Canada and the United States: A cross-national comparison.
ournal of Family Violence, 12 (4), 417-443. (Authors examine data from the 1985 U.S. National Family Violence
tesurvey and the 1986 Canadian National Family Life Survey. Report that "afthough the United States exhibits
ignificantly higher rates of societal violence crime than Canada, Canadian women and men were more likely than
heir American counterparts to use severe and minor intimate violence." This finding is counter to the "culture of
riolence theory." Moreover, in both cultures the rates of violence of wives to husbands were higher than husbands to
wvives. Specifically, the overall violence index for men in America was 10.6 and in Canada it was 18.3; while the
sverall violence index for women in America was 12.2 and in Canada it was 25.3.)

Gray, H. M. & Foshee, V. (1997). Adolescent dating violence. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 12, 126-142.

" *A sample of 185 adolescents responded to a questionnaire about dating violence; 77 students reported being involved
in physical violence in their current or most recent dating relationship. Mutual violence was present in 66% of cases;
while 26% of males and 8% of females reported being victims of violence and 29% of females and 4% of males

reported being sole perpetrators of violence.)

Gryl, F. E., Stith, S. M., & Bird, G. W. (1991). Close dating relationships among college students: differences by
use of violence and by gender. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 8, 243-264. (A sample of 280 first year
college students <156 women, 124 men> at a mid-Atlantic university completed the violence sub-scale of the Conflict
Tactics Scale. Results reveal that almost 30% of the females and 23% of males reported that they had been violent in
the current relationship. Also almost 28% of women and 39% of men reported sustaining violence in their current

relationship.)

Hamel, J. (2005). Gender Inclusive Treatment of Intimate Partner Abuse. New York: Springer. (Reviews the |
"most reliable and empirically sound research” and concludes that "men and women physically and emotionally abuse
each other at equal rates. . ." Offers a comprehensive gender inclusive treatment approach to domestic violence.}

Hamel, J. (2007). Toward a gender-inclusive conception of intimate partner violence research and theory: Part 1-
traditional perspectives. International Journal of Men's Health, 6, 36-54. (A review article which examines research
in the area of Intimate Partner Violence (IPV) and finds that until recently the primary focus was on the physical and
psychological abuse of women by their male partners. Concludes that the reluctance to objectively investigate the
area is due fo a "prevailing patriarchal conception of intimate partner violence.")

Hampton, R. L., Gelles, R. J., & Harrop, J. W. (1989). fs violence in families increasing? A comparison of 1975
and 1985 National Survey rates. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 51, 969-980. (Compared a sample of 147
African Americans from the 1975 National Survey with 576 African Americans from the 1985 National Survey with
regard to spousal violence. Using the CTS found that the rate of overall violence (169/1000) of husbands to wives
remained the same from 1975 to 1985, while the rate of overall violence for wives to husbands increased 33% (153 to

' 204/1000) from 1975 to 1985. The rate of severe violence of husbands to wives decreased 43% (113 to 64/1000)
from 1975 to 1985, while the rate of severe violence of wives to husbands increased 42% (76 to 108/1000) from 1975
to 1985. In 1985 the rate of abusive violence by black women was nearly 3 times greater than the rate of white

women. )

Harned, M. S. (2002). A multivariate analysis of risk markers for dating violence victimization. J ournal of
Interpersonal Violence, 17, 1179-1 197. (In a university sample of 874 daters <489 women, 385 men> assessed with

the revised CTS, 22% of women and 21% of men reported experiencing physical aggression from dating partners.)

Harders, R. J., Struckman-Johnson, C., Struckman-Johnson, D. & Caraway, S. J. (1998). Verbal and physical
abuse in dating relationships. Paper presented at the meeting of American Psychological Association, San Francisco,
CA. (Surveyed 274 college students <92 men, 182 women> using a revised formed of the Conflict Tactics Scale.
Found that women were significantly more physically aggressive than men, particularly in the areas of: pushing,
slapping and punching.)

Headey, B., Scoit, D., & de Vaus, D. (1999). Domestic violence in Australia: Are women and men equally
violent? Data from the International Social Science Survey/ Australia 1996/97 was examined. A sample of 1643
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subjects (804 men, 839 women) responded to questions about their experience with domestic violence in the past 12
months. Results reveal that 5.7% of men and 3.7% of women reported being victims of domestic assauits. With
regard to injuries results reveal that women inflict serious injuries at least as frequently as men. For example 1.8% of
men and 1.2% of women reported that their injuries required first aid, while 1.5% of men and 1.1% of women
reported that their injuries needed freatment by a doctor or nurse.

Hendy, H. M., Weiner, K., Bakerofskie, J., Eggen, D., Gustitus, C., & McLeod, K. C. (2003). Comparison of six
models for violent romantic relationships in college men and women. Journal of Interpersonal Vielence, 18, 645-
665. (A sample of 608 students <164 men, 444 women> were surveyed with the Conflict Tactics Scale. Results
indicate that 16% of men and 26% of women report inflicting violence on their current romantic partner.)

Henton, J., Cate, R., Koval, J., Lloyd, S., & Christopher, S. (1983). Romance and violence in dating relationships.
Journal of Family Issues, 4, 467-482. (Surveyed 644 high school students <351 men, 293 women> and found that
abuse occurred at a rate of 121 per 1000 and appeared to be reciprocal with both partners initiating violence at similar
rates.) -

Herrenkohl, T. I., Kosterman, R., Mason, W. A., & Hawkins, J. D. (2007). Victims and Violence, 22 (3), 259-274.
(Subjects were drawn from a longitudinal study in Seattle, WA. At age 24, 644 subjects <51.6% female, 48.4% male;
48% Euro-American, 25% African-American, 22% Asian-American) who were partnered were assessed with a
modified version of the CTS. Results reveal that 19% of subjects perpetrated one or more acts of IPV in the past
year. Overall 25% of women and 13% of men reported having perpetrated IPV.

Hines, D. A. & Malley-Morrison, K. (2001). Psycholo.g'ical effects of partner abuse against men: a neglected
research area. Psychology.of Men and Masculinity, 2, 75-85. (A review article that examines the issue of men as
victims of partner abuse. Considers reasons why men would remain in an abusive relationship.)

Hines, D. A. & Saudino, K. . (2003). Gender differences in psychological, physical, and sexual aggression among
college students using the revised Conflict Tactics Scales. Violence and Victims, 18 (2), 197-217. (A sample of 481
college students <179 men, 302 women> responded to the revised Conflict Tactics scale. Results indicate that 29%
of men and 35% of women reported perpetrating physical aggression in their relationships.)

Hoff, B. H. (1999). The risk of serious physical injury from assault by 2 woman intimate. A re-examination of
National Violence against women survey data on type of assault by an intimate. :
WWW.vix.com/menmag/nvawrisk.him. (A re-examination of the data from the most recent National violence against
women survey (Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998) shows that "assanlted men are more likely than assaulted women to
experience serious attacks by being hit with an object, beat up, threatened with a knife or being knifed.")

Holtzworth-Munroe, A. (2005). Female Perpetration of Physical Aggression Against an Intimaje Partner: A
Controversial New Topic of Study. Violence and Victims, 20 (2), 251-259. (Examines the changing zeitgeist,
methodological issues, and research findings regarding female perpetrated violence.)

Jackson, S. M., Cram, F. & Seymour, F. W. (2000). Violence and sexual coercion in high school students’ dating .
relationships. Journal of Family Violence, 15, 23-36. (In a New Zealand sample of senior high school students <200
women, 173 men> 21% of women and 19% of men reported having been physically hurt by their heterosexual dating
partner.)

 Jenkins, S. S., & Aube, J. (2002). Gender differences and gender-related constructs in dating aggression.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 1106-1118. (Used the CTS with a university sample of 85 dating
couples. Authors report that, "women in existing college dating relationships are more aggressive than men.")

~ . Jezl, D. R., Molidor, C. E., & Wright, T. L. (1996). Physical, sexual, and psychological abuse in high school

dating relationships: Prevalence rates and self-esteem issues. Child and Adolescent Social Work Journal, 13 (1), 69-
87. (Examined an ethnically diverse sample of currently dating subjects <114 male, 118 female> who responded toa -
modificd version of the Conflict Tactics Scale. Results indicate that 50.9% of subjects <63% of males and 39% of
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females> reported being victims of moderately abusive behaviors such as "being kicked, slapped, having your hair
pulled, and being intentionally scratched.") '

Jouriles, E. N., & O'leary, K. D. (1985). Interpersonal reliability of reports of marital violence. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 53, 419-421. (Used the Conflict Tactics Scale with a sample of 65 couples in
marriage therapy and 37 couples from the community. Found moderate levels of agreement of abuse between
~ partners and similar rates of reported violence between partners.)

Kalmuss, D. (1984). The intergenerational transmission of marital aggression. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 46, 11-19. (In a representative sample of 2,143 adults found that the rate of husband to wife severe
aggression is 3.8% while the rate of wife to husband severe aggression is 4.6%.)

Katz, J., Kuffel, S. W., & Coblentz, A. (2002). Are there gender differences in sustaining dating violence? An
examination of frequency, severity, and relationship satisfaction. Journal of Family Violence, 17, 247-271. (Authors
report two studies where dating men and women experienced violence at comparable levels, "although men
experienced more frequent moderate violence." In the first study =286, <183 women, 103 men> 55% of women had
nonviolent partners, while. 50% of men had nonviolent partners; in the second study n=123 <78 women, 45 men>
73% of women had nonviolent partners, while 58% of men had nonviolent partners.)

- Kaura, S. A. & Allan, C. M. (2004). Dissatisfaction with relationship power and dating violence perpetration by
men and women. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 19, 576-588. (A university sample of 352 men and 296 women
completed the revised Conflict Tactics Scale. Authors report, "Surprisingly, significantly more dating violence
perpetration is reported by women than by men.") '

Kelly, L. (2003). Disabusing the definition of domestic abuse: how women batter men and the role of the feminist
state. Florida State Law Review, 30, 791-855. (A scholarly examination of the issue of male victimization which is
critical of feminist perspectives.) '

Kim, K., & Cho, Y. (1992). Epidemiological survey of spousal abuse in Korea. In E. C. Viano (Ed.) Intimate
Violence: Interdisciplinary Perspectives. (pp. 277-282). Bristol, PA: Taylor and Francis. (Utilized the Conflict
Tactics scale in  interviews with a random sample of 1,316 married Koreans <707 women, 609 men>. Compared to
findings with American couples, results indicate that Korean men were victimized by their wives twice as much as
American men, while Korean women were victimized by their spouses three times as much as American women.)

Kim, J-Y., & Emery, C. (2003). Marital power, conflict, norm consensus, and marital violence in a nationally
representative sample of Korean couples. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 18, 197-219. (A sample of 1500 South
Koreans were surveyed. Marital power, conflict and norm consensus were correlated with marital violence. F indings
reveal that the incidence of husband to wife violence 27.8%, while wife to husband was 15.8%)

Kwong, M. I., Bartholomew, K., & Dutton, D. (1999). Gender differences in patterns of relationship violence in
Alberta. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, 31 (3), 150-160. (A representative sample of men <n=356> and
women <n=351> from Alberta using the Conflict Tactics Scale, reported on their experience of marital aggression
during a one year period. Similar levels of reported perpetration of physical violence were found, viz., husband to
wife 12.9%, wife to husband, 12.3%.} '

Lané, K., & Gwartney-Gibbs, P.A. (1985). Violence in the context of dating and sex. Journal of Family Issués, 6,
45-49. (Surveyed 325 students <165 men, 160 women> regarding courtship violence. Used Conflict Tactics Scale
and found equal rates of violence for men and women.)

Laner, M. R., & Thompson, J. (1982). Abuse and aggression in courting couples. Deviant Behavior, 3, 229-244.
(Used Conflict Tactics Scales with a sample of 371 single individuals <129 men, 242 women> and found similar rates
of male and female violence in dating relationships.) '

Langhinrichsen-Rohling, J., & Vivian, D. (1994). The correlates of spouses' incongruent reports of marital
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aggression. Journal of Family Violence, 9, 265-283. (In a clinic sample of 97 couples seeking marital therapy,

- authors found, using a modified version of the CTS, that 61% of the husbands and 64% of the wives were classified
- as aggressive, 25% of the husbands and 11% of the wives were identified as mildly aggressive and 36% of husbands
and 53% of wives were classified as severely aggressive. - Sixty-eight percent of couples were in agreement with
regard to husband's overall level of aggression and 69% of couples were in agreement on wive's overall level of
aggression. Aggression levels were identified as "nonviolent, mildly violent, or severely violent." Where there was
disagreement, 65% of husbands <n=20> were under-reporting aggression and 35% of husbands <o=11> were over-
teporting aggression; while 57% of wives <n=17> were under-reporting aggression and 43% of wives <n=13> were
over-reporting aggression.)

Laroche, D. (2005). Aspects of the context and consequences of domestic violence-Situational couple violence and
intimate terrorism in Canada in 1999. Table 8. Quebec City: Government of Quebec. (Author presents a reanalysis
of Canadian General Social Survey <see Brown, 2004> and reports great similarity in male and female victimization.
Specifically, 83% of men and 77% of women feared for their lives because they were unilaterally terrorized by their
partpers. A similar percentage <84%> of men and women who were terrorized by their partners received medical
attention.)

Leisring, P. A., Dowd, L., & Rosenbaum, A. (2003). Treatment of Partner Aggressive Women. Journal of
Aggression, Maltreatment and Trauma, 7 (1/2), 257-277. (Article discusses information regarding gender parity in
partner aggression. Authors provide a rationale for the study of female offenders and describe characteristics of
partner aggressive women. Included is a presentation of the treatment program for partner aggressive women at
University of Massachusetts medical school.)

Lewis, A. & Sarantakos, S. (2001). Domestic Violence and the male victim. Nuance, #3. (Based on interviews
with 48 men in Australia and New Zealand, authors present findings that domestic violence by women toward men
exists, that the refusal to examine the prevalence of this abuse is a "disempowerment" of men and that official policy
should be changed to provide help for abused men.)

Lillja, C. M. (1995). Why women abuse: A study examining the function of abused men. Unpublished master's
thesis, California State University, Long Beach. (A review of the literature examining the issue of men as victims of
female assaults. Includes an original questionnaire to test assumption that women who lack social support to combat
stress are likely to commit domestic violence.)

Lo, W. A., & Sporakowski, M. J. (1989). The continuation of violent dating relationships among college
students. Journal of College Student Development, 30, 432-439. (A sample of 422 college students completed the
Conflict Tactics Scale. Found that, "women were more likely than men to claim themselves as abusers and were less
likely to claim themselves as victims.")

Lottes, I. L., & Weinberg, M. S. (1996). Sexual coercion among university students: a comparison of the United
States and Sweden. Journal of Sex Research, 34, 67-76. (A sample of 507 Swedish students <211 men, 359 women>
and 407 U.S. students <129 men, 278 women> responded to items on the CTS. Results reveal that 31% of U.S. men
compared to 18% of Swedish men reported being victims of physical violence by female partners during the previous
12 months. While 31% of U.S. women comparted to 19% of Swedish women reported being victims of physical
violence by male partners during the previous 12 months.) ‘

Macchietto, J. (1992). Aspects of male victimization and female aggression: Implic’atidns for counseling men.
Journal of Mental Health Counseling, 14, 375-392. (Article reviews literature on male victimization and female
aggression.) : :

Magdol, L., Moffitt, T. E., Caspi, A., Fagan, J., Newman, D. L., & Silva, P. A. (1997). Gender differences in
partner violence in a birth cohort of 21 year Olds: bridging the gap between clinical and epidemiological approaches.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 65, 68-78. (Used CTS with a sample of 861 21 year Olds <436 men,
425 women> in New Zealand. Physical violence perpetration was reported during the previous 12 months by 37.2%
of women and 21.8% of men, with severe violence perpetration by women at 18.6% and men at 5.7%.)




- were more likely to be physically abusive while highly stressed women with high needs for affiliation and low
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Makepeace, J. M. (1986). Gender differences in courtship violence victimization. Family Relations, 35, 383-388.
(A sample of 2,338 students <1,059 men, 1,279 women> from seven colleges were surveyed regarding their
experience of dating violence., Courtship violence was experienced by 16.7 % of respondents. Authors report that
"rates of commission of acts and initiation of violence were similar across gender." In term of injury, both men (98%)
and women (92%) reported "none or mild" effects of violence.)

Malik, S., Sorenson, S. B., & Aneshensel, C. S. (1997). Journal of Adolescent Health, 21, 291-302. (A sample of
707 high school students <281 boys, 426 girls> responded to the CTS. Results reveal that girls were almost 3 times
more likely than boys to perpetrate dating violence. In terms of ethnicity African-Americans had the highest level of
dating violence, followed by Latinos, whites, and Asian Americans.) _

‘Mallory, K. A., McCloskey, K. A., Griggsby, N., & Gardner, D. (2003). Women's use of violence within intimate
relationships. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma, 6 (2), 37-59. (Reviews research which examines
women's use of violence in intimate relationships. Reports a number of studies which document the increased arrests
of women in domestic disputes.) '

Malone, J., Tyree, A., & O'Leary, K. D. (1989). Generalization and containment: Different effects of past
aggression for wives and husbands. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 51, 6387-697. (In a sample of 328 couples it
was found that men and women engaged in similar amounts of physical aggression within their families of origin and
against their spouses. However, results indicate that women were more aggressive to their partners than men.
Aggression was more predictable for women, i.e., if women observed parental aggression or hit siblings they were
more likely to be violent with their spouses.) '

Margolin, G. (1987). The multiple forms of aggressiveness between marital partners: how do we identify them?
Journal of Marital and Family Therapy, 13 , 77-84. (A paid volunteer sample of 103 couples completed the Conflict
Tactics Scale. It was found that husbands and wives perpetrated similar amounts of violence. Specifically, the
incidence of violence, as reported by either spouse was: husband to wife =39; wife to husband =41.)

Marshall, L. L., & Rose, P. (1987). Gender, stress and violence in the adult relationships of a sample of college
students. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 4, 299-316. (A survey of 308 undergraduates <152 men, 156
women> revealed that 52% expressed and 62% received violence at some point in their adult relationships. Overall,
women report expressing more physical violence than men. Childhood abuse emerged as a predictor of violence in
adult relationships.)

Marshall, L. L., & Rose, P. (1990). Premarital violence: The impact of family of origin violence, stress and
reciprocity. Violence and Victims, 5, 51-64. (454 premarital undergraduates <249 women, 205 men> completed the
CTS and other scales. Overall, women reported expressing more violence than men, while men reported receiving
more violence than women. Female violence was also associated with having been abused as children.)

‘Mason, A., & Blankenship, V. (1987). Power and affiliation motivation, stress and abuse in intimate
relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 203-210. (Investigated 155 college students <48
men, 107 women> with the Thematic Apperception Test <TAT>, Life Experiences Survey and the CTS. Found that
there were no significant gender differences in terms of the infliction of physical abuse. Men with high power needs

activity inhibition were the most likely to be physically abusive. Results indicate that physical abuse occurred most
often among committed couples.) ' \

Matthews, W. J. (1984). Violence in college couples. College Student Journal, 18, 150-158. (A survey of 351
college students <123 men and 228 women> revealed that 79 <22.8 %> reported at least one incident of dating
violence. Both men and women ascribed joint responsibility for violent behavior and both sexes, as either recipients
- or expressors of aggression, interpreted violence as a form of "love.")

Maxfield, M. G. (198'9). Circumstances in supplementary homicide reports: Variety and validity. Criminology,
27, 671-695. (Examines FBI homicide data from 1976 through 1985. Reports that 9,822 wives & common law wives
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<57%> were killed compared to 7,433 husbands and common law husbands <43%>).

McCarthy, A. (2001.) Gender differences in the incidences of, motives for, and consequences of, dating violence
among college students. Unpublished Master's thesis, California State University, Long Beach. (In a sample of 1145
students <359 men, 786 women> found that 36% of men and 28% of women responding to the CTS2 reported that
they were victims of physical aggression during the previous year. There were no differences in reported motives for
aggression between men and women.)

‘McKinney, K. (1986). Measures of verbal, physical and sexual dating violence by gender. Free Inquiry in
Creative Sociology, 14, 55-60. (Surveyed 163 college students, 78 men, 85 women, with a questionnaire designed to
assess involvement in dating abuse. Found that 38% of women and 47% of men indicated that they were victims of
physical abuse in dating relationships. Also found that 26% of women and 21% of men acknowledged that they
physically assaulted their dating partners.)

McLeod, M. (1984), Women against men: An examination of domestic violence based on an analysis of official
data and national victimization data. Justice Quarterly, 1, 171-193. (From a data set of 6,200 cases of spousal abuse
in the Detroit area in 1978-79 found that men used weapons 25% of the time while female assailants used weapons
86% of the time, 74% of men sustained injury and of these 84% required medical care. Concludes that male victims
are injured more often and more seriously than female victims.)

McNeely, R. L., Cook, P. W. & Torres, J. B. (2001). Is domestic violence a gender issue or a human issue?
Journal of Human Behavior in the Social Environment, 4 (4), 227-251. (Argues that domestic violence is a human
issue and not a gender issue. Presents and discusses empirical findings and case studies to support this view.
Expresses concerns about men's "legal and social defenselessness.")

McNeely, R. L., & Mann, C. R. (1990). Domestic violence is a human issue. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 3,
129-132. (A review article which discusses the findings that women are more prone than men to engage in severely
violent acts and that "classifying spousal violence as a women's issue rather than a human issue is erroneous.”)

MecNeely, R. L., & Robinson-Simpson, G. (1987). The truth about domestic violence: A falsely framed issue.
Social Work, 32, 485-490. (A review article which concludes that women are as violent as men in domestic
relationships.)

Mechem, C. C., Shofer; F. S., Reinhard, S. 8., Hornig, S., & Datner, E. (1999). History of domestic violence
among male patients presenting to an urban emergency department. Academic Emergency Medicine, 6, 786-791.
(Data was collected over a 13 week period at an emergency clinic in Philadelphia which focused on injuries to male
patients. Results revealed that 12.6% of 866 men were victims of domestic violence. Authors cite published findings
that 14.4% of women treated in Emergency departments had been physically or sexually abused by an intimate

partner. Compared to non-victims, victims were more likely to be single <52%>, younger <7.5 yrs> and African-
American <61%>. In terms of assaults, 48% of men reported being kicked, bitten, chocked or punched by a female
partner, while 37% of men reported having a weapon used against them.) '

Mercy, J. A., & Saltzman, L. E. (1989). Fatal violence among spouses in the United States, 1975-85. American
Journal of Public Health, 79, 595-599. (Examined FBI figures regarding spousal homicides. During the 10 year
period from 1975 to 1985 found higher murder rates of wives than husbands <43.4% vs 56.6%>. Black husbands
were at the greatest risk of victimization. Spousal homicide among blacks was 8.4 times higher than that of whites.
Spouse homicide rates were 7.7 times higher in interracial marriages and the risk of victimization for both whites and
blacks increased as age differences between spouses increased. Wives and husbands were equally likely to be killed
by firearms <approximately 72% of the time> while husbands were more likely to be stabbed and wives more likely
to bludgeoned to death. Arguments apparently escalated to murder in 67% of spouse homicides.)

Meredith, W. IL, Abbot, D. A., & Adams, S. L. (1986). Family violence in relation to marital and parental
satisfaction and family strengths. Journal of Family Violence, 1, 299-305. (Authors report that 6% of men and 5% of
. women in Nebraska indicated that they used severe violence at least once in the previous-year.)
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- Merill, L. L., King, L. K., Milner, J. S., Newell, C. E., & Koss, M. P. (1998). Premilitary intimate partner conflict
resolution in a Navy basic trainee sample. Military Psychology, 10, 1-15. (A sample of 2, 987 ,1,560 women, 1,427
men> Navy basic trainees responded to the CTS. More men <43.3%> than women <40.3%> reported receiving
-physical violence from an intimate partner, and more women <46.9%> than men <31.9%> reported at least one
instance of inflicting physical violence on an intimate partner.)

Migliaccio, T. A. (2002). Abused husbands: A Narrative analysis. Journal of Family Issues, 23, 26-52.
(Narratives of 12 abused men are examined. Study finds that the accounts of battered men and women follow similar
patterns, "including the structure of the relationships, acceptance of the abuse, and the social context of the
situation.") :

Mihalic, §. W., & Elliot, D. (1997). A social learning theory model of marital violence. Journal of Family
Violence, 12, 21-46. (Based on data from the National Youth Survey <see Morse, 1995> a social learning model of
marital violence for men and women was tested. For men ethnicity, prior victimization, stress and marital satisfaction
predicted both perpetration and experience of minor violence. With regard to serious violence ethnicity, prior
victimization, marital satisfaction predicted men's experience of marital violence, while ethnicity, class and sex role
attitudes predicted the perpetration of male marital violence. For women the most important predictor of the
experience of both minor and serious marital violence was marital satisfaction, class was also a predictor. With regard
to female perpetrators of marital violence the witnessing of parental violence was an important predictor along with
class and marital satisfaction. The social Jearning model worked better for women than men.)

Milardo, R. M. (1998). Gender asymmetry in common couple violence. Personal Relationships, 5, 423-438. (A
sample of 180 college students <88 men, 72 women> were asked whether they would be likely to hit their partnerin a
number of situations common to a dating relationship. Results reveal that 83% of the women, compared to 53% of
the men, indicated that they would be somewhat likely to hit their partner.)

Mirrlees-Black, C. (1999). Findings from a new British Crime Survey self-completion questionnaire. Home
Office Research, Development and Statistics Directorate report 191. Home Office. London, HMSO. (In 1996,
16,000 completed questionnaires regarding crime victimization. Findings reveal 4.2% of men and 4.2% of women
between the ages of 16-59 reported being physically assaulted by a current or former partner within the past year.)

Moffitt, T. E., Robins, R. W., & Caspi, A. (2001). A couples analysis of partner abuse with implications for abuse-
prevention policy. Criminology & Public Policy, 1 (1), 5-36. (A representative longitudinal sample of 360 young-
adult couples in New Zealand completed a 13 item physical abuse scale. Results reveal that 40% of males and 50%
of females had perpetrated at least one act of physical violence toward their partners.)

Morse, B. J. (1995). Beyond the Conflict Tactics Scale: Assessing gender differences in partner violence.
Violence and Victims, 10 (4), 251-272. (Data was analyzed from the National Youth Survey, a longitudinal study
begun in 1976 with 1,725 subjects who were drawn from a probability sample of households in the United States and
who, in 1976, were between the ages of 11-17. This study focused on violence as assessed by the CTS between male
and female married or cohabiting respondents during survey years 1983 <n=1,496>, 1986 <p=1,384>, 1989
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juniors or seniors, the majority came from middle class homes, 94% were average or better students, and 65% were
white and 35% were black, Hispanic or Asian.- Found that 11.9% of girls compared to 7.4% of boys admitted to being
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Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 5, 61-73. (Used CTS and studied 408 college students <125 men and 283
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violence. Homicide Studies, 1, 72-83. (Author reports on homicide rates in ST. Louis from 1968-1992. Findings
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women. Results indicate that there were no differences between men and women with regard to the expression of
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National Survey of Families and Households conducted in 1987-88. Subjects included 6779 currently married White,
Black and Hispanic individuals who completed a modified version of the Conflict Tactics Scale. Authors report that,
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Steinmetz, S. K. (1977-78). The battered husband syndrome. Victimology: An International Journal, 2, 499-509.
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students <118 men and 169 women> and found similar rates for men and women of low level physical abuse in
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factors and adaptations to violence in 8,145 families (pp. 151-166). New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction. (Reports
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_ Straus, M. A. (1995). Trends in cultural norms and rates of partner violence: An update to 1992. In S. M. Stich &
M. A. Straus (Eds.) Understandirig partner violence: Prevalence, causes, consequences, and solutions (pp. 30-3 3).
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violence and that school based programs "explicitly recognize and condemn violence by giﬂs as well as boys.")
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1975 survey=2,143; sample size in 1985 survey=6,002.)

Straus, M. A., Gelles, R. I., & Steinmetz, S. K. (1981). Behind closed doors: Violence in the American family,
Garden City, NJ: Anchor. (Reports findings from National Family Violence survey conducted in 1975. In terms of
religion, found that Jewish men had the lowest rates of abusive spousal violence (1%), while Jewish women had a rate
of abusive spousal violence which was more than double the rate for Protestant women <7%>, pp. 128-133. Abusive
violence was defined as an "act which has a high potential for injuring the person being hit," pp.21-2.)

Straus, M. A., Hamby, S. L., Boney-McCoy, S., & Sugarman, D. B. (1996). The Revised Conflict Tactics Scales
(CTS2). Development and preliminary psychometric data. Journal of Family Issues, 17, 283-316. (The revised CTS
has clearer differentiation between minor and severe violence and new scales to measure sexual coercion and physical
injury. Used the CTS2 with a sample of 317 college students <114 men, 203 women> and found that: 49% of men
and 31% of women reported being a victim of physical assault by their partner; 38% of men and 30% of women
reported being a victim of sexual coercion by their partner; and 16% of men and 14% of women reported being
seriously injured by their partners.) .

Straus, M. A., & Kaufman Kantor, G. (1994, July). Change in spouse assault rates from 1975-1992: A comparison
of three national surveys in the United States. Paper presented at the Thirteenth World Congress of Sociology,
Bielefeld, Germany. (Reports that the trend of decreasing severe assaults by husbands found in the National Survey
from 1975 to 1985 has continued in the 1992 survey while wives maintained higher rates of assault.) :

- Straus, M. A., Kaufman Kantor, G., & Mbore, D. W. (1994, August). Change in cultural norms approving marital
violence from 1968 to 1994, Paper presented at the American Sociological Association, Los Angeles, CA.
(Compared surveys conducted in 1968 <n=1,176>, 1985 <0=6,002>, 1992 <0=1,970>, and 1994 <n=524>, with
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- tegard to the approval of facial slapping by a spouse. Approval of slapping by husbands decreased from 21% in 1968 |
. to 13% in 1985, to 12% in 1992, to 10% in 1994. The approval of slapping by wives was 22% in 1968 and has not
declined over the years.)

Straus, M. A., & Medeiros, R. A, (2002, November), Gender differences in risk factors for physical violence
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Relationships Profile {PRP): A multi-scale tool for clinical screening and research on partner violence. Paper
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of men and 9.4% of women report being 1n_1ured by the opposite sex. In terms of inflicting injuries, 10.1% men and
8.0% women indicated that they inflicted injuries on their partners.)

Straus, M. A., & Ramirez, 1. L. (2002, July). Gender symmetry in prevalence, severity, and chronicity of physical
aggression against dating partners by university students in Mexico and USA. Paper presented at the XV World
Meeting of the International Society for Research on Aggression, Montreal, Canada. Available at:
hitp://pubpages.unh.edu/~mas2/. (Reports findings from four samples of university students in Juarez, Mexico, El
Paso and Lubbock, Texas, and New Hampshire. Subjects (N=1,554) responded to the revised Conflict Tactics Scale.
Results indicate that there were no significant differences between males and females in either the overall prevalence
of physical aggression or the prevalence of severe attacks. However, when only one partner was violent it was twice
as likely to be the female than the male <19.0% vs 9.8%>. Moreover, in terms of severe aggression females were
twice as likely to be violent than men <29.8% vs 13.7%>).

Sugarman, D. B., & Hotaling, G. T. (1989). Dating violence: Prevalence, context, and risk markers. In M. A.
Pirog-Good & J. E. Stets (Eds.) Violence in dating relationships: Emerging social issues (pp.3-32). New York:
Pracger. (Reviewed 21 studies of dating behavior and found that women reported having expressed violence at
higher rates than men--329 per 1000 vs 393 per 1000.)

Szinovacz, M. E. (1983). Using couple data as a methodological tool: The case of marital violence. Journal of
Marriage and the Farmly, 45, 633-644. (Used Conflict Tactics Scale w1th 103 couples and found that the wives' rates .
of physical aggression was somewhat higher than husbands'.)

Tang, C. S. (1994). Prevalence of spouse aggression in Hong Kong. Journal of Family Violence, 9, 347-356.
(Subjects were 382 undergraduates <246 women, 136 men> at the Chinese University in Hong Kong. The CTS was
used to assess students' evaluation of their parents responses during family conflict. 14% of students reported that
their parents engaged in physical violence. "Mothers were as likely as fathers to use actual physical force toward
their spouses.™)

Thompson Jr.,, E. H. (1990). Courtship violence and the male role. Men's Studies Review, 7 (3), 1, 4-13.
(Subjects were 336 undergraduates <167 men, 169 women> who completed a modified version of the CTS Found
that 24.6% of men compared to 28.4% of women expressed physical violence toward their dating partners within the
past two years. Found that women were twice as likely as men to slap their partners.)

Thompson Jr., E. H. (1991). The maleness of violence in dating relationships: an appraisal of stereofypes. Sex
Roles, 24, 261-278. (In a more extensive presentation of his 1990 article, the author concludes that, "a more
masculine and/or less feminine gender orientation and variations in relationship seriousness proved to be the two
strongest predictors of both men's and women's involvement in courtship violence.")

Tjaden, P. & Thoennes, N. (2000). Prevalence and consequences of male-to-female and female-to-male intimate
partner violence as measured by the National Violence Against Women Survey. Violence Against Women, 6, 142-

| SR ¥ N, | R B T - P R e 1+ 1.\4“. N “ /512007




REFERENCES EXAMINING ASSAULTS BY WOMEN ON THEIR SPOUSES OR MALE PART... Page 23 of 24

161. (Telephone interviews using a modified version of the CTS was obtained from 6,934 men and 7,278 women
regarding prevalence and consequences of partner violence. Authors report that women, over the course of their lives
were 2.9 times more likely to report being physically assaulted than men. However, it should be noted that overall
reported estimate of annual intimate partner violence for women of 1.4% is significantly lower than 11-12% estimates
from eatlier national surveys. Straus (1998) characterizes the data from this study as being flawed and inaccurate. He
cites the wording of items as possibly creating "demand characteristics" that led subjects to view the survey as a study
of crime and thus restrict their responses to exclude behavior considered harmless, especially minor assaults by
women. Thus, he states this unintended demand characteristics probably account for the low prevalence rate and 3 to
1 ratio of male to female physical assaults.) :

Tyree, A., & Malone, J. (1991). How can it be that wives hit husbands as much as husbands hit wives and none of
us knew it? Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Sociological Association. (Reviews the literature
and discusses results from their study attempting to predict spousal violence. Found that women's violence is
correlated with a history of hitting siblings and a desire to improve contact with partners.)

Vasquez, D., & Falcone, R. (1997). Cross gender violence. Annals of Emergency Medicine, 29 (3), 427-429.
(Reports equal cross gender violence treated at an Ohio trauma center during an 11 mouth period. Of 1,400 trauma
admissions, 37 patients <18 men, 19 women> sustained injuries inflicted by members of the opposite sex. The
severity score of injury was higher for men than women, 11.4 vs 6.9. The majority of men were admitted for stab
wounds, 72%; the majority of women for assault, 53%.)

Vivian, D., & Langhinrichsen-Rohling, J. (1996). Are bi-directionally violent couples mutually victimized? In L.
K. Hamberger & C. Renzetti (Eds.) Domestic partuer abuse (pp. 23-52). New York: Springer. {Authors found using
a modified version of the CTS, that in a sample of 57 mutually aggressive couples, there were no significant
differences between husbands' and wives' reports concerning the frequency and severity of assault victimization.
With regard to injuries, 32 wives and 25 husbands reported the presence of a physical injury which resulted from
partner aggression.)

Waiping, A. L., & Sporakowski, M. J. (1989). The continuation of violent dating relationships among college
students. Journal of College Student Development, 30, 432-439. (Using a modified version of the CTS, authors
examined courtship violence in a sample of 422 college students <227 women, 195 men>. Women more often than
men <35.3% vs 20.3%> indicated that they physically abused their partners.)

Watson, J. M., Cascardi, M., Avery-Leaf, S., & O'Leary, K. D. (2001). High school students’ responses to dating
aggression. Victims and Violence, 16 (3), 339-348. (Using a modified version of the CTS, authors examined dating
‘violence in a multi-ethnic sample <43% Hispanic; 31.5% Caucasian; 15.8% African-American> of New York high
school students <266 males, 209 females>. Overall, 45.6% of students reported experiencing physical aggression
from a current or past dating partner. There were significant differences in self-reported rates of victimization:
" African-American 60%, Caucasian 47% and Hispanic 41%. The only ethnic group that showed significant gender
differences were Hispanics, with females showing higher rates of victimization.)

" Whitaker, D. J., Haileyesus, T., Swahn, M., & Saltzman, L. S. (2007). Differences in frequency of violence and
reported injury between relationships with reciprocal and nonreciprocal intimate partner violence. American Journal
of Public Health, 97, 941-947. (A sample of 11,370 young adults <46% male, 54% female; 70% white, 15% Black,
10.7% Hispanic, 4.3 % other> aged 18-28, who were drawn from the 2001 National Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent Health, responded to a modified version of the CTS. Results indicate that almost 24% of all relationships
had some physical violence and that half the violence was reciprocal. In non-reciprocally violent relationships,
women were the perpetrators 70% of the time. While overall, women were somewhat more likely to be injured than
men, the authors report that, "in fact, men in relationships with reciprocal violence were reportedly injured more often
<25.2%> than were women in relationships with nonreciprocal violence <20.0%>.)

White, J. W., & Humphrey, (1994). Women's aggression in heterosexual conflicts. Aggressive Behavior, 20, 195-
202. (Eight hundred and twenty nine women <representing 84% of entering class of women> 17 and 18 years old,
entering the university for the first time completed the CTS and other assessment instraments. Results reveal that

Cm e e - - 0/5/2007




REFERENCES EXAMINING ASSAULTS BY WOMEN ON THEIR SPOUSES OR MALE PART... Page 24 of 24

51.5% of subjects used physical aggression at least once in their prior dating relationships and, in the past year, 30.2%
reported physically aggressing against their male pariners. Past use of physical aggression was the best predictor of
current aggression. The witnessing and experiencing of parental aggression also predicted present aggression.)

White, J. W., & Kowalski, R. M. (1994). Deconstructing the myth of the nonaggressive woman: A feminist
analysis. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 18, 487-508. (A review and analysis which acknowledges that "women
equal or exceed men in number of reported aggressive acts commitied w1thm the family." Examines a variety of
explanations to account for such aggression.)

White, J. W., & Koss, M. P. (1991). Courtship violence: Incidence in a national sample of higher education
students. Violence and Victims, 6, 247-256. (In a representative sample of 2,603 women and 2,105 men it was found
that 37% of the men and 35% of women inflicted some form of physical aggression, while 39% of the men and 32%
of the women received some form of physical aggression.)

Williams, S. L., & Frieze, I, (2005a). Courtship behaviors, relationship violence, and breakup persistence in
college men and women. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 29, 248-257. (A sample of college students <215 women
and 85 men; 77% Caucasian, 13% African-American, 5% Asian & the rest mixed or other> responded to the revised
Conflict Tactics Scale, CTS2. Results revealed that women were significantly more likely than men to engage in
mild (40% vs 23%) and severe (14% vs 4%) acts of violence with their partners.)

Williams, S. L., & Frieze, 1. H. (2005b). Patterns of violent relationships, psychological distress, and marital
satisfaction in a national sample of men and women. Sex Roles, 52 (11/12), 771-784. (Data from a National
Comorbidity Survey was examined. In a sample of 3,519 men and women it was found that 18.4% were involved in
a violent relationship. Most violence, both mild and severe, was mutual However, women were more likely than
men to initiate both mild and severe violence.)

Wilson, M. 1. & Daley, M. (1992). Who kills whom in spouse killings? On the exceptional sex ratio of spousal
homicides in the United States. Criminology, 30, 189-215. (Authors summarize research which indicates that
between 1976 and 1985, for every 100 men who killed their wives, about 75 women killed their husbands. Authors
report original data from a number of cities, e.g., Chicago, Detroit, Houston, where the ratio of wives as perpetrators
exceeds that of husbands.)

Portions of this paper were presented at the American Psychological Society Convention in Washington, D.C.
May 24, 1997.

Earlier versions of this paper ﬁppeared in Sexuality and Culture, 1997, 1, 273-286, and Sexuality and Culture,
2004, 8, (No. 3-4), 140-177.

Special thanks to Diane Roe for her assistance in updating this bibliography.

Copyright, 2006. Martin S. Fiebert

a vt e el QENNNT



